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Psychological contract literature has found that employees typically react with anger when faced 
with breach of their contracts (Robinson & Rousseau, 1994). However, the supervisor’s 
emotional reactions to evaluations of psychological contracts should also be examined because 
of the supervisor’s key role in overall employee performance evaluations (Ferris, Munyon, 
Basik, & Buckley, 2008). It is important to understand the complete process that supervisors 
undertake, which is likely not just a cognitive one as implied by psychological contracts and 
performance management literature. In this empirical essay, I use emotions and affect events 
theories as the foundations of supervisors’ emotional reactions to comparing the promised and 
delivered contributions from their employees. I then build on power-dependence theory to 
hypothesize about how these emotional reactions are influenced by the supervisor’s dependence 
on the employee’s contributions. I focus on a variety of emotions – satisfaction, pride in 
employees, gratitude, anger, disappointment, and jealousy as mediators and neglect and 
mentoring as employee-targeted outcomes. I aim to show that, because of their dependence on 
employees’ delivery of contributions and emotion regulation abilities, supervisors experience a 
variety of emotions – positive and negative – that lead to positive and negative employee-
targeted outcomes. 
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Psychological Contracts from the Employer’s Perspective: Qualitative and Quantitative 
Studies 
 
 The employer-employee relationship is a critical relationship influencing employee 
performance. Psychological contracts represent this fundamental relationship (Rousseau, 1995) 
with a framework that captures promised and delivered contributions (i.e., work) by the 
employee in return for promised and delivered inducements (i.e., rewards) by the employer. 
Employees focus on what the employer has promised and delivered (e.g., inducements such as 
compensation, training, mentoring, etc.) while employers are concerned with what the employee 
has promised and delivered (e.g., contributions such as task completion, extra-role helping 
behaviors, social support). Employees’ perceptions of  psychological contract breach have been 
related to feelings of anger and negative outcomes, including decreased job satisfaction 
(Bunderson, 2001; Cavanaugh & Noe, 1999; Kickul, Lester, & Finkl, 2002; Lambert, Edwards, 
& Cable, 2003; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Tekleab, Takeuchi, & Taylor, 2005), decreased 
organizational commitment (Bunderson, 2001; Zhen Xiong  Chen, Anne S. Tsui, & Lifeng  
Zhong, 2008; Coyle-Shapiro & Kessler, 2000; Gakovic & Tetrick, 2003; Sturges, Conway, 
Guest, & Liefooghe, 2005), and increased turnover intentions (Bunderson, 2001; Montes & 
Irving, 2008; Montes & Zweig, 2009; Raja, Johns, & Ntalianis, 2004; Robinson, 1996; Robinson 
& Rousseau, 1994)..  
Although there are two parties to the psychological contract (Rousseau, 1995), the 
supervisor side of the employment relationship is under-examined. Supervisors, acting as agents 
of the organization (Katz & Kahn, 1978), have traditional responsibilities such as assigning tasks 
to subordinates, managing subordinate role conflict, disseminating information, coaching 
subordinates and completing individual tasks (Ilgen & Pulakos, 1999; Jarrell, 1993; Mintzberg, 
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1971; Osland & Turner, 2011). They may also be responsible for assessing whether promised 
contributions were actually delivered in accordance with agreed upon standards (Duarte, 
Goodson, & Klich, 1994; Feldman, 1981; Judge & Ferris, 1993; Levy & Williams, 2004). Thus, 
supervisors evaluate the extent to which employees breach or fulfill promises made for in-role 
(formally rewarded), extra-role (organizational citizenship behaviors), or socioemotional support 
(caring and support for supervisors). Although we know much about how employees emotionally 
react to psychological contract fulfillment and breach (Bordia, Restubog, & Tang, 2008; Dulac, 
Coyle-Shapiro, Henderson, & Wayne, 2008; Restubog, Zagenczyk, Bordia, Bordia, & Chapman, 
2015), little is known about how supervisors emotionally and behaviorally react to fulfillment 
and breach. 
Drawing on Affective Events Theory (AET; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), I liken the 
comparison of promised and delivered contributions from an employee to an event that the 
supervisor experiences at work. Such an event is capable of eliciting emotional responses. 
According to other emotions literature (Frijda, 1988, 2005; Ortony, Clore, & Collins, 1990), 
people evaluate situations and react emotionally to them according to the attention they give to 
these situations, their concern about the actions of the person(s) who brought about the situation, 
how these situations impact their personal concerns or goals (self-focused), and whether they are 
concerned with how the situation affects others (other-focused).  
Supervisors are concerned with employee performance because they are responsible for 
performance evaluation. This evaluation is not limited to formal evaluation timeframes; anytime 
the supervisor compares what was promised to what was delivered in the course of any day 
represents an evaluation of the employee’s performance. Supervisors who are highly dependent 
on their employees for their own success are self-focused when evaluating employee 
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performance. They focus on how employees’ performance affects their personal goals (Emmons 
& Diener, 1986; Judge, Bono, Erez, & Locke, 2005). Contrarily, supervisors who have low 
dependence on their employees are other-focused. They focus on how employees’ performance 
affects employees’ career, advancement opportunities, etc. As a result of this evaluation and 
whether supervisors are self- or other-focused, certain emotions may result at various intensities 
or different emotions may surface.  
Neither the performance evaluation literature nor the psychological contracts literature 
focus on supervisor emotional responses to evaluations. Traditionally, these literatures have 
focused on performance measures, employee emotional responses, and supervisor cognitive 
processes (Landy & Farr, 1980; Levy & Williams, 2004; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994). Scholars 
imply that supervisors respond emotionally to performance evaluations as they are parties to 
such evaluations (Ferris et al., 2008), but specific theorizing around how these emotional 
responses occur is lacking. As a result, a clear account of how supervisors ultimately evaluate 
employee performance is not known. This begs the question: Do emotions result from supervisor 
evaluation of employee performance and under what circumstances? 
  When finding that delivered contributions fall short of promises, supervisors may 
experience certain negative emotions if their own ability to deliver contributions is highly 
dependent on employees’ delivery. However, in other instances when there is low dependence 
between supervisor and employee performance, supervisors may react with less intense negative 
emotions because the stakes are not as high for them personally. The strength of the concern is 
highly correlated with emotion intensity (Sonnemans & Frijda, 1995). Similarly, when 
fulfillment or excess delivery is appraised, different discrete emotions may surface. Thus, it is 
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important to understand the added complexity associated with supervisors’ dependence on 
contributions that may result in various discrete emotions.  
In general, it is assumed that positive behaviors follow positive emotions and negative 
behaviors follow negative emotions (Frijda, 1987; Lindebaum & Jordan, 2012). However, this 
expanded range of emotions experienced by the supervisor may not follow this general rule. In 
some instances, positive emotions may lead to negative employee-directed behavioral outcomes 
like neglect and negative emotions may lead to positive outcomes like mentoring depending on 
how supervisors regulate their emotions. I attempt to empirically test these relationships that may 
not follow intuitive rules of reciprocity. 
 This study contributes to the literature in four ways. First, it more fully explores the 
experiences of psychological contracts by specifically studying supervisors’ perspectives of 
contributions comparisons, allowing for a more complete picture of overall psychological 
contract appraisal. Second, it expands the emotions typically associated with psychological 
contract breach beyond anger and satisfaction. Limiting the responses of psychological contract 
parties to anger and satisfaction stunts our understanding of what supervisors’ experience and 
how those experiences affect their employees. Third, it adds context to the study of emotions by 
examining the effect of supervisors’ dependence on their employees’ contributions on the 
relationship between contributions appraisal and emotions. Scholars have called for a closer look 
at the effects of context on discrete emotions (Gooty, Gavin, & Ashkanasy, 2009; Lindebaum & 
Jordan, 2012). This study attempts to answer that call. Finally, I shed light on situations where 
reciprocity may not hold contrary to what is implied by existing attribution and emotions 
literatures (Frijda, 1987; Weiner, 1985). Reactions to contributions appraisal may not be as 
simple as positive emotions yielding positive outcomes and negative emotions yielding negative 
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outcomes. Because of their ability to regulate emotions, supervisors may be inclined to mentor 
employees with whom they are angry or unconsciously neglect employees of whom they are 
proud.  
 The paper is organized as follows. I first explain the three situations that result from 
psychological contract comparisons – fulfillment, deficiency, or excess delivery and the three 
types of contributions that supervisors may compare. I then provide an account of performance 
evaluation in general to ground upcoming theory in similar literature and how looking at 
performance through a psychological contracts lens provides nuanced details otherwise not 
considered. Next, I discuss how power-dependence theory informs the key moderator of the 
theory – supervisor dependence on employee contributions. Following this is a discussion on the 
emotions that may result from considering dependence and contributions comparisons. I then 
present hypotheses for each psychological contracts comparison – dependence outcome as well 
as how emotions regulation affects the ultimate employee-targeted outcomes of mentoring and 
neglect. Methods, which include qualitative and quantitative studies, and results are provided. 
Finally, I discuss how this paper contributes to overall theory and practice. 
THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT 
Psychological Contracts – Comparison of Promised and Delivered Contribution Types 
Promises of Employee Contributions. Psychological contract contributions include both 
economic (in-role) and social (extra-role and socioemotional support) exchanges. Employees’ 
contributions typically comprise the performance of in-role tasks; that is, tasks that are 
specifically rewarded by employers and may be classified as economic in nature. These tasks 
may include completing assignments in a timely fashion and according to performance goals, 
and following policies and procedures of the organization (e.g., showing up on time and working 
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a full day) (Williams & Anderson, 1991). In addition to in-role tasks, employees may perform 
extra-role tasks or provide socioemotional support, i.e., contributions that are social by nature. 
Extra role tasks is contextual performance that are typically undefined parts of the job like 
organizational citizenship behaviors (Organ, 1988; Williams & Anderson, 1991). Socioemotional 
support are expressions of caring (Aselage & Eisenberger, 2003) or humanity for the supervisor. 
It includes simple statements of sympathy, empathy, or concern directed toward the supervisor.  
Within the framework of psychological contracts, contributions are promised to 
supervisors in return for a promise of inducements. The key word is promise. Psychological 
contracts involve the perceptions of promises of work for receipt of promised rewards. Promises 
entail expectations, but not all expectations include a promise from the employee to deliver 
(Conway & Briner, 2005). I acknowledge that people use different kinds of standards to evaluate 
and compare performance, including goals (Locke & Latham, 2002), demands/abilities fit 
(Edwards, 2008), justice standards (Colquitt, 2001), and leader expectations (Eden, 1992). 
However, within the psychological contracts domain – the focus of this paper – it is assumed that 
the leader perceives a promise made by the employee. This promise may be according to one of 
the above-mentioned standards or others. But it is this promise that I assume supervisors are 
using to evaluate contributions.  
Psychological Contract Comparisons. Supervisors appraise promised and delivered 
contributions to be either fulfilled, deficient of promises, or in excess of promises. Fulfillment 
results when delivered amounts match what was promised. Employees may promise and deliver 
low amounts of contributions or promise and deliver high amounts of contributions (Lambert et 
al., 2003). On the other hand, breach can be characterized as deficient delivery of contributions, 
7 
 
i.e., delivering less contributions than promised, or excess delivery of contributions, i.e., 
delivering more contributions than promised (Irving & Montes, 2009; Lambert et al., 2003).   
AET focuses on how individuals react affectively to events that occur in the workplace 
(which may involve people or things). The event is the proximal cause of the supervisor’s 
emotional reaction (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). In this paper, the event – the supervisor’s 
comparison of employee promised and delivered contributions – is akin to assessing employees’ 
performance; did the employee deliver the contributions that they promised (the standard of 
comparison)? Thus, this paper examines performance evaluation through a psychological 
contracts lens. As such, a brief overview of performance evaluation is warranted. 
Performance Evaluation 
Performance evaluations serve two primary functions – one administrative to determine 
pay raises, promotions, and other financial rewards and one developmental to determine whether 
and how employees need to improve in their jobs (Decotiis & Petit, 1978; Dorfman, Stephan, & 
Loveland, 1986; Ferris et al., 2008; Judge & Ferris, 1993). Supervisors play an important 
judgmental role in evaluations as they assess how well employees have performed against 
chosen standards (Dorfman et al., 1986). Supervisor cognitive process has been studied in 
performance evaluation literature (Decotiis & Petit, 1978; Landy & Farr, 1980; Levy & 
Williams, 2004), but the supervisor emotions associated with performance evaluation and the 
effects thereof has been neglected. However, absent from the performance evaluation literature is 
a more comprehensive study of supervisor emotions that may affect how they react to 
comparisons of performance against promises. Research has focused on affect from the 
perspective of liking an employee and how liking influences employee ratings (Borman, White, 
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& Dorsey, 1995; Lefkowitz, 2000; Tsui & Barry, 1986), but the study of the effect of discrete 
emotions is lacking.  
Performance evaluation scholars have encouraged capturing contextual factors when 
researching effects on evaluations (Ferris et al., 2008; Levy & Williams, 2004), including 
relationship quality, political abilities, emotions (from the employee and co-worker 
perspectives), appraisal training, employee commitment, etc. One factor that deserves additional 
examination is the dependence of the supervisor on the employee for meeting his/her own goals 
and promises. It is important to understand the effects of dependence on emotions if we are to 
understand the full process involved in evaluating employee performance.  
Dependency of Supervisors on Employee Contributions  
 Supervisors have a more complex relationship in the organization than employees. They 
manage the psychological contracts between them (as agents of the organization) and employees 
as well as serve as a party to psychological contracts with their superiors. Each employee may 
have a unique psychological contract with the supervisor because of individual characteristics 
and performance expectations (Rousseau, 1995; Rousseau & Tijoriwala, 1998). Supervisors 
assess whether employees meet, exceed, or fall short of what they perceive as employees’ 
promised contributions. In response to these contributions comparisons, supervisors mete out 
inducements on behalf of the organization.  
As a party to psychological contracts with their superiors, supervisors may oversee and 
integrate the work of their team. Instead of performing all tasks personally, supervisors manage 
employees to carry out tasks, yet are typically still held responsible for the performance of their 
employees in doing so. They may be responsible for specific tasks and goals that depend on 
employee contributions. For example, some supervisors’ ability to deliver their own 
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contributions depends more heavily on how well employees’ execute their work responsibilities. 
These supervisors perhaps aggregate the amount of their employees’ production to meet their 
own goals. Other supervisors’ work is less related to their employees’ work. Low dependence 
supervisors may be evaluated on other responsibilities more heavily than subordinate 
contributions, like financial management, business development, or collaboration with other 
business units. They are still dependent on subordinate work, but it represents a smaller 
percentage of their total promised contributions to their superiors. I argue that this dependency of 
supervisors’ contributions on that of their employees’ contributions introduces an interesting 
dynamic. It makes supervisors vulnerable to their employees to hold up their end of their 
promised contributions so that supervisors can meet the contributions that they promised to their 
superiors. This dependency, defined in power-dependence theory, influences the way supervisors 
react to the comparison of employee promised and delivered contributions and makes their 
emotional responses to such appraisals diverse.  
Emerson’s (1962) seminal work on power-dependence, based heavily on social exchange, 
outlines structural and behavioral aspects of the effects of power and mutual dependence 
between two parties. Party A’s power over Party B depends on (a) how much A is dependent on 
B for X relative to B’s dependence on A and (b) whether A can attain X somewhere else. In this 
study, I make two assumptions according to these power dependence rules. First, I assume that 
supervisors maintain legitimate, hierarchical power awarded from the organization. Second, I 
assume that supervisors may have alternatives for contributions, but in their role as supervisor 
are also concerned about the effects of depending on other employees to make up for the lost 
contributions of a colleague. Could supervisors get contributions from other employees if one 
employee falls short? Conceivably, the answer is yes. But supervisors also have to be concerned 
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with fairness among employees, morale, and negative effects that may come from calling on 
other employees to do a co-worker’s work (such as increased stress, resentment, and turnover 
intentions). Practically, getting contributions from other alternatives as stated in the theory may 
be more complicated than implied. These assumptions neutralize the effect of power in this 
study; I do not focus on power at all (although I return to this point in the discussion section). 
However, the dependence between the supervisor and the employee does not disappear and is 
still important to supervisors in reaching their goals.  
The power-dependence theory has been used in numerous research studies to account for 
how often employees file grievances (Bacharach & Bamberger, 2004); how employees react to 
abusive supervision (Tepper et al., 2009); and how employees use political skill to influence 
supervisor dependence on them (Shi, Johnson, Liu, & Wang, 2013). However, there is one aspect 
of dependence that Emerson’s account of the theory does not address: the effect of power-
dependence on emotions. Molm (1991) focused on the satisfaction of both parties in an exchange 
with varying power-dependence. In this study, actors were both real and simulated and various 
strategies for testing availability of alternatives as well as the application of rewards and 
punishments were used. Her approach differs from mine in that she examined both parties in the 
exchange relationship and focused on only one emotion – satisfaction. Satisfaction is but one 
emotion that parties to an exchange might experience. In this study, I focus on one dyadic 
relationship at a time. Specifically, supervisors who are in exchange relationships with their 
employees may experience a variety of emotions beyond that of satisfaction (and anger as 
implied from the psychological contracts literature) because of the nature of their dependence on 
each employee.  
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I turn next to a discussion of the emotions that are most likely to occur from promised 
and delivered contributions comparisons and supervisor dependence. 
Supervisor Emotions 
Supervisor Emotion Experience. Similar to Weiss & Cropanzano (1996), I draw on Frijda 
and Ortony et al.’s emotions work to characterize the emotions that may result from supervisors’ 
performance appraisals. Emotions occur as responses to situations that happen to a person in 
conjunction with what a person gives attention to, and the person’s specific concerns regarding 
the situation (Frijda, 1988, 2005). They are valenced reactions to consequences of events or 
actions of agents (Ortony et al., 1990). When supervisors assess employee performance, they 
give attention to how employees’ promises of contributions compare with their delivery of 
contributions. When dependence on employee contributions is high, supervisors are also 
concerned with how the delivery of contributions affects their own goals. Based on these 
scholars’ assessments, I assert that several discrete emotions may result according to the level of 
supervisors’ dependence on their employees’ performance. The emotions that will evaluated in 
this study are illustrated in Figure 1. 
Figure 1. Dependence and Emotions 
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Figure 1 indicates the effects of the moderator on supervisors’ performance evaluation 
events. Existing literature supports the experience of anger and satisfaction following 
performance evaluations and psychological contracts appraisals, primarily from the employee’s 
perspective (Coyle-Shapiro & Kessler, 2000; Molm, 1991; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994), but the 
other emotions have not been explored in the context of psychological contracts. This section 
provides more detail about each emotion. 
Satisfaction. Although satisfaction is an attitude, attitudes are believed to have both 
affective and cognitive antecedents (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996b). Satisfaction is a general 
evaluation of some aspect of organizational life, where the evaluation is based on both cognitive 
and affective components. In an effort to parallel the existing psychological contracts literature, I 
will focus on satisfaction as an outcome of appraisal of promised and delivered contributions. It 
is useful because it registers from negative to positive, whereby some emotions are only relevant 
for one valence. Satisfaction has been both explicitly and implicitly shown to be an outcome of 
psychological contract appraisal (Henderson, Wayne, Shore, Bommer, & Tetrick, 2008; Hui, 
Lee, & Rousseau, 2004; Lambert, 2011; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; J. Sturges, Conway, 
Guest, & Liefooghe, 2005) and thus warrants explicit attention in this study.  
Pride-in-Employees. Pride is generally thought to be focused on self and how one is 
“responsible for a socially valued outcome or for being a socially valued person” (Mascolo & 
Fischer, 1995: pg. 66). However, it has been recognized pride can be focused on others (Tracy, 
Shariff, & Cheng, 2010; Weiner, 2014), as asserted in this paper.  
Gratitude. Gratitude is a grateful emotion that occurs when one receives a valued 
resource as a result of someone else’s actions (Emmons & McCullough, 2003; Michie, 2009). 
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Supervisors may feel gratitude when employees deliver successfully on promises and 
dependence on employees’ contributions.  
Anger. Anger is defined as “an emotion that involves an appraisal of responsibility for 
wrongdoing by another person or entity and often includes the goal of correcting the perceived 
wrong” (Gibson & Callister, 2010: p3). Anger assigns blame for an event. When dependence on 
employees is high, supervisors are concerned with both the outcome and employees’ actions that 
brought about the outcome (Ortony et al., 1990). They may become angry if promises are not 
delivered as promised. People experience anger as a result of primarily three situations – 
experiencing an injustice, interference in goal attainment, and as a result of interpersonal conflict 
(Gibson & Callister, 2010). 
Disappointment. Disappointment is the emotion that results when an outcome does not 
match expectations (Bell, 1985). Whereas anger assigns blame, disappointment does not. It is 
considering that a better outcome could have been possible even if the same choice had been 
made (Zeelenberg, Van Dijk, Manstead, & der Pligt, 1998).  
Jealousy. Employee jealousy is defined as “a pattern of thoughts, emotions, and 
behaviors that results from an employee’s loss of self-esteem and/or the loss of outcomes 
associated with a working relationship” (Vecchio, 2000). It is usually studied in the context of 
romantic relationships, but may be experienced for any type of relationship where a threat is 
perceived by a third party (DeSteno, Valdesolo, & Bartlett, 2006).  
I now turn to a discussion of the supervisor’s emotional response to each type of 
contributions comparison – fulfillment, deficiency, and excess delivery – and how the 
supervisors’ dependence level on employee contributions may impact the relationship between 
the comparison and the resulting emotion. 
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Delivery of Promised Contributions and Supervisors’ Emotions 
People experience emotions according to the events they are concerned with and give 
attention (Frijda, 2005; Lambie, 2002; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Tying this perspective to 
psychological contracts literature, supervisors may experience various emotions as a result of 
comparing promised contributions to delivered contributions and finding fulfillment, deficient 
delivery or excess delivery. In the sections that follow, I hypothesize the emotions that follow 
fulfillment and breach (deficiency and excess delivery). 
Fulfillment at Low and High Levels. Supervisors’ dependence on employee contributions 
may influence the emotion or intensity of emotion that follows fulfillment comparisons. For 
example, for in-role contributions, supervisors may have to meet specific promises to their 
superiors. To achieve their commitments, supervisor gets commitments from each employee on 
delivering a portion of the work. At some point, the contributions made by employees are 
delivered and the supervisors inherently assess the contributions promised and the level at which 
they were delivered and determines that the employees met their obligations. But meeting 
obligations may be only one part of the evaluation. When supervisors are dependent on 
employees for their contributions, they also assess whether delivered contributions help them 
meet their goals for contributions delivered to their superiors, which result in emotions (Frijda, 
1988, Ortony et al., 1990). When supervisors are not dependent on employee contributions, they 
still attend to the comparison because they are responsible for their employees’ performance in 
general.  
Different types of contributions can be delivered – in-role, extra-role, and socioemotional 
support. For fulfillment, in-role and extra-role contributions will result in the same emotions; 
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socioemotional support results in slightly different emotions and will thus be hypothesized 
separately.  
When supervisor dependence on employee contributions is low, supervisors are likely to 
be other-focused, i.e., focused on the impact of employee performance on employees and not 
themselves because their goal attainment does not depend on employees. Fulfillment of promised 
in-role and extra-role contributions is not critical to supervisors’ job success. Thus, supervisors 
are focused on the employee and evaluating the employee’s performance only. As such, 
supervisors may experience pride-in-employees and satisfaction when dependence is low. Pride-
in-employees results when supervisors are focused on the positive consequences for the 
employee. For example, supervisors may be proud when employees promise and delivery high 
amounts of products (in-role) or training to other employees (extra-role). They are satisfied 
because employees did what they said they would do.  
On the other hand, when employee fulfillment is at low levels and supervisor dependence 
is low, low levels of pride and satisfaction might result. Again, the employee met promises, but 
the low delivery levels may give supervisors less reason to be satisfied with and proud of 
employees because they evaluate the employee’s performance as just meeting (low) standards. 
As a result, I predict the following:  
H1a: When supervisor’s dependence on employee’s delivered in-role and extra-role 
contributions is low, fulfillment of delivered contributions results in more pride-in-
employee and satisfaction when fulfillment increases from low promised and low 
delivered contributions to high promised and delivered contributions.  
Supervisors with low dependence on employee socioemotional support likely experience 
satisfaction or gratitude. Even when delivery levels are low, supervisors likely feel low levels of 
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satisfaction and gratitude because socioemotional support represents contributions that do not 
have to be provided, like empathy and caring. At high levels of fulfillment, supervisors may feel 
more satisfaction and gratitude because employees did what they said they would do. Thus, 
supervisor satisfaction and gratitude will be greater for high levels of socioemotional support 
than for low levels of socioemotional support. 
H1b: When supervisor’s dependence on employee’s delivered socioemotional support 
contributions is low, fulfillment of delivered support contributions results in more 
satisfaction and gratitude as fulfillment increases from low promised and low delivered 
contributions to high promised and high delivered contributions.  
When supervisors’ dependence on employee contributions is high, supervisors are 
concerned with both the consequences of the comparison and they are personally affected by 
these contributions. I predict two possible emotions that might be experienced – low anger or 
gratitude. When employees fulfill promised in-role and extra-role contributions but at low 
amounts, supervisors may experience some anger compared to when employees deliver high 
amounts of in-role and extra-role contributions. Although employees delivered what they 
promised, the low amount may not be sufficient for supervisors to meet their goals, that is, 
delivering their own contributions to superiors. The standard for delivery is the promised 
amount, but the supervisor may compare this to personal goals and feels irritated that fulfillment 
at low levels will not help with goal attainment. However, high fulfillment of promised and 
delivered employee in-role and extra-role contributions is more likely to aid supervisors in 
delivering on their own contributions and reaching their goals. In this situation, supervisors may 
feel gratitude towards their employees who kept their promises and delivered high amounts of 
work. Hence, high supervisor dependence on high promised and delivered in-role and extra-role 
17 
 
contributions will result in more gratitude and less low anger than high dependence on low 
promised and delivered in-role and extra-role contributions.  
H1c: When supervisor’s dependence on employee’s delivered in-role and extra-role 
contributions is high, fulfillment of delivered contributions results in more gratitude and 
less anger as fulfillment increases from low promised and low delivered contributions to 
high promised and high delivered contributions.  
When dependence is high and employees fulfill socioemotional support at low levels, 
supervisors will likely experience gratitude. Supervisors may not be accustomed to receiving 
support in this way from employees; they may be used to giving the support instead. Thus, even 
at low levels, supervisors may be grateful. When dependence is high and high levels of support 
are received, supervisors will experience even more gratitude, as fulfilment increases from low 
to high. However, very high levels of fulfilment may indicate superfluous or an uncomfortable 
level of support from employees, particularly when a supervisor depends on support from 
employees for their own success. In this dependency situation, it is important to receive thee 
‘right’ level of support, which is unique to each supervisor. However, support levels beyond this 
optimum may not be wanted, decreasing gratitude at high fulfillment levels.  Thus, a curvilinear 
relationship is predicted for fulfilment from low to high for socioemotional support. 
H1d: When supervisor’s dependence on employee’s delivered socioemotional support 
contributions is high, fulfillment of delivered support results in more gratitude as 
fulfillment increases from low promised and low delivered contributions to high promised 
and high delivered contributions, but begins to decease at the highest levels of fulfillment.  
Deficient Delivery of Promised Contributions. When supervisors appraise that delivered 
contributions are deficient of promises, but their dependence on these contributions is low, 
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disappointment may result for in-role, extra-role, and support contributions. Disappointment 
follows when an outcome does not match expectations (Bell, 1985). It does not assign blame like 
anger does. When dependence on employees’ promised and delivered in-role and extra-role 
contributions is low, supervisors are less likely to assign blame to employees for deficient 
delivery. Supervisors can still deliver their own contributions and do not have to worry about 
whether employees’ contribution delivery will affect their own. As a result, supervisors who 
have low dependence may be disappointed when with deficient delivery of in-role and extra-role 
contributions.  
When delivered contributions are deficient of promises and dependence is high, 
supervisors may be concerned with how employees’ actions of deficient delivery affect them 
personally and their ability to deliver on their own contributions. Deficient delivery represents 
direct interference with goal attainment and may be threatening because supervisors may not be 
able to deliver their own contributions until employees deliver on theirs. Similar to responses to 
person-environment (P-E) misfit, supervisors who experience discrepancies that affect their 
goals may react with negative responses (Harrison, 1978), such as anger. This is shown in Figure 
1. Thus, supervisors with high dependence likely experience anger in part because they hold 
employees accountable for not delivering on promises that now negatively affect their ability to 
meet goals. However, I predict that the intensity of the anger experienced differs for different 
types of contributions. 
When in-role contributions are deficient of promised, supervisors with high dependence 
on their employees likely experience high amounts of anger. In-role contributions are formally 
rewarded in organizations and most likely a significant component of supervisor goals. When 
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employee performance promises are not kept, supervisors most likely experience high anger 
because of the threat to personal goal attainment. 
When extra-role contributions are not delivered as promised, supervisors with high levels 
of dependence on their employees likely respond with low levels of anger. The strength of 
concern may not be as high for extra-role contributions because they are not formally rewarded 
by the organization (Organ, 1988; Sonnemans & Frijda, 1995; Williams & Anderson, 1991). For 
example, an employee may have promised to train three co-workers on a new system, but only 
trained one. The supervisor may be angry that the training did not take place as promised, but 
this level of anger will be low because extra-role represents above and beyond contributions to 
the organization and are likely to have less of a direct impact on supervisors’ goal attainment.  
Similar to extra-role contributions, deficient socioemotional support results in low levels 
of anger as well for similar reasons. Socioemotional support is above and beyond what is 
required by organizations and its link to goal attainment may not be as clear. However, it was 
promised and not delivered. Because supervisors are highly dependent on employees, they are 
concerned with their actions and likely blame them for the deficient delivery. Deficient delivery 
likely irritates supervisors, particularly those who depend on that support. Thus, when less 
socioemotional support is delivered than promised, supervisors likely react with low anger (i.e., 
irritation). 
Excess Delivery of Promised Contributions. When supervisors compare delivered in-role 
and extra-role contributions to promises and find excess delivery, and their dependence on 
delivered contributions is low, supervisors may feel pride-in-employees or jealousy. Supervisors 
may recognize the extra effort expended by employees to over-deliver on promises for both in-
role and extra-role contributions and positively view employees’ extra effort and ability, causing 
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supervisors to feel pride in employees. However, these feelings of pride may decrease if 
employees deliver extreme amounts of in-role and extra-role contributions. Imagine the 
accounting employee who obsesses over reconciling the books to the penny, spending too much 
time on one task to do so. This attention to detail may prohibit the employee from delivering on 
in-role tasks that impact supervisors’ ability to deliver on their in-role tasks.  
Supervisors may feel jealous in response to excess delivery of in-role contributions if 
they feel threatened by their employees’ over-achievement. Supervisors may feel that employees 
outshine them or may be recognized more by superiors than they are. Jealousy represents a threat 
to an established relationship. Supervisors could feel jealousy when a comparison result is 
desirable for their employees, but supervisors may be unhappy because they feel the comparison 
diminishes their own accomplishments in some way (Ortony et al., 1990), threatening their 
relationships with the supervisor’s manager (Vecchio, 2000). In this way, the excess delivery 
may represent a threat to supervisors’ current relationships (DeSteno et al., 2006).   
Supervisors may feel pride-in-employees, but this feeling may diminish for employees 
who focus on extra-role tasks to the detriment of delivering in-role tasks. Even though in-role is 
what is formally rewarded, extra-role contributions might be more enjoyable for employees, 
causing them to put too much effort in these kinds of tasks. In these instances, pride will have an 
inverted U-shaped curvilinear relationship with excess delivery when dependence is low. Thus, 
pride-in-employee increases from deficiency to excess as delivery exceeds promises and then 
decreases when extreme amounts of in-role or extra-role contributions are delivered. I do not 
believe that jealousy will result for extra-role excess contributions. 
For socioemotional support, I predict that excess delivery should not result in positive 
emotions at all for supervisors who have low dependence on their employees. Such supervisors 
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may perceive excess delivery of socioemotional support as superfluous and inappropriate, 
perhaps even annoying. They may feel that delivering large amounts of support indicates that 
they cannot perform their jobs effectively. As a result, supervisors low in dependence on 
employees may feel low anger that employees are delivering excess support. Thus, for support, 
low anger increases from deficiency to excess. 
When supervisors’ dependence on employee contributions is high, excess in-role, extra-
role, and socioemotional support may result in low anger and gratitude. When dependence is 
high, supervisors must determine how their goals might be affected by the excess delivery of 
employee contributions. As mentioned earlier, some excess delivery of contributions may be 
undesirable, such as when employees deliver excess amounts of work on low value tasks. For 
example, employees’ excess contributions may translate into delivering value to customers that 
is not compensated, which likely interferes with supervisor goals. An employee originally asked 
to help a co-worker learn a new procedure who decides to do the co-worker’s task instead has 
provided too much extra-role support. The supervisor’s goal of the work getting done was 
accomplished, but the supervisor’s goal of the co-worker being trained was not. When this 
occurs, low anger may be experienced for extreme levels of excess. 
In addition, supervisors view excess contributions with gratitude. Because moderate 
excess delivery by employees likely helps supervisors reach or exceed their goals, supervisors 
may feel gratitude when they are highly dependent on employees for their contributions. 
However, at high levels of excess delivery, in-role and extra-role contributions may interfere 
with supervisors’ abilities to meet their own goals if goals are tied to fulfillment levels 
specifically (Edwards, 1996). As a result, there is an inverted U-shaped curvilinear relationship 
between excess delivery for in-role and extra role contributions and gratitude.  
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Similar to low dependence supervisors, supervisors with high dependence on their 
employees may experience jealousy, but at higher intensity. Higher dependence indicates more 
competition between co-workers (Vecchio, 2000). Even though there is a hierarchical difference 
between supervisors and their employees, some level of competition may still persist and it likely 
increases as the supervisor’s dependence on the employee increases.  
On the other hand, supervisors who are dependent on employees may feel grateful for 
moderate excess support from their employees, but high excess support may feel superfluous. 
Similar to low dependence supervisors, excess support may make high dependence supervisors 
feel that they are perceived as ineffective at their jobs. They will feel grateful for moderate 
excess support, but gratitude will decrease for extreme levels of excess support. 
Therefore, I consider the relationships between contributions types and discrete emotions 
as levels of contributions move from deficiency to excess. For low dependence supervisors, I 
predict the following relationships for disappointment, pride-in-employees, anger, and jealousy: 
H2a: For supervisors with low dependence on their employees, disappointment decreases 
from deficiency to excess levels of in-role, extra-role, and socioemotional support 
contributions. 
H2b: For supervisors with low dependence on their employees, pride-in-employees 
increases from deficiency to excess levels of in-role and extra-role contributions. 
H2c: For supervisors with low dependence on their employees, anger increases from 
deficiency to excess levels of socioemotional support, but remains at low levels. 
H2d: For supervisors with low dependence on their employees, jealousy increases from 
deficiency to excess levels of in-role contributions. 
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For high dependence supervisors, I predict the following relationships for anger, gratitude and 
jealousy. 
H3a: For supervisors with high dependence on their employees, anger decreases from 
deficiency to excess levels of in-role and extra-role contributions, but begins to increase 
for extreme levels of excess in-role and extra-role contributions. 
H3b: For supervisors with high dependence on their employees, low anger decreases 
from deficiency to moderate excess of socioemotional support, but begins to increase for 
extreme excess levels of socioemotional support. 
H3c: For supervisors with high dependence on their employees, gratitude increases from 
deficiency to moderate levels of excess in-role, extra-role, and socioemotional support 
and begins to decrease for extreme levels of excess in-role, extra-role, and 
socioemotional support. 
H3d: For supervisors with high dependence on their employees, jealousy increases from 
deficiency to excess levels of in-role contributions. 
A summary of first stage hypotheses is provided in Table 1.  
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Table 1 
 
First Stage Hypotheses Summary 
 
Employee Contribution 
Type/Dependence 
Fulfillment - LL Fulfillment - HH Deficiency Excess 
In-Role – Low Dependence Low Satisfaction (H1a) 
Low Pride-in-Employee 
(H1a) 
Satisfaction (H1a) 
Pride-in-Employee (H1a) 
Disappointment (H2a) 
Low Pride-in-Employee 
(2b) 
Low Jealousy (H2d) 
  
Low Disappointment (H2a) 
High Pride-in-Employee 
(Moderate) (H2b) 
Pride-in-Employee 
(Extreme) (H2b) 
Jealousy (H2d)  
 
In-Role – High Dependence Low Gratitude (H1c) 
Anger (H1c) 
Gratitude (H1c) 
Low Anger (H1c) 
High Anger (H3a) Low Anger (Moderate) 
(H3a) 
Anger (Excess) (H3a) 
High Gratitude (Moderate) 
(H3c) 
Gratitude (Extreme) (H3c) 
Jealousy (H3d)  
 
Extra-Role – Low 
Dependence 
  
  
Low Satisfaction (H1a) 
Low Pride in Employee 
(H1a) 
Satisfaction (H1a) 
Pride in Employee (H1a) 
Disappointment (H2a) 
Low Pride-in-Employee 
(H2b) 
Low Disappointment (H2a) 
High Pride-in-Employee 
(Moderate) (H2b) 
Pride in Employee (H2b) 
Extra-Role – High 
Dependence 
 Low Gratitude (H1c) 
  
Gratitude (H1c) High Anger (H3a) Low Anger (Moderate)(3a) 
Anger (Excess) (H3a) 
High Gratitude (Moderate) 
(H3c) 
Gratitude (Extreme) (H3c) 
 
Support – Low Dependence Low Satisfaction (H1b) 
Low Gratitude (H1b) 
Satisfaction (H1b) 
 Gratitude (H1b) 
Disappointment (H2a)  
Lowest Anger (H2c) 
Low Disappointment (H2a) 
Low Anger (H2c) 
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Table 1 
 
First Stage Hypotheses Summary 
 
Employee Contribution 
Type/Dependence 
Fulfillment - LL Fulfillment - HH Deficiency Excess 
Support – High 
Dependence 
Low Gratitude (H1d) High Gratitude (Moderate) 
(H1d) 
Gratitude (High) (H1d) 
Low Anger (H3b) Lowest Anger (Moderate) 
(H3b) 
Low Anger (Extreme) 
(H3b) 
High Gratitude (Moderate) 
(H3c) 
Gratitude (Extreme) (H3c) 
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Supervisor Emotions and Their Relation to Neglect and Mentoring  
To understand the relationship between emotions and outcomes, it is important to 
understand the action tendencies associated with discrete emotions. Frijda (1989) and colleagues 
(1987) explore these action tendencies. For example, when one experiences negative emotions 
such as anger, the action tendency is to approach the cause of the emotion but in an effort to 
remove, hurt, oppose, or resist it. Other negative emotions, like disappointment, result in 
shrinking action tendencies.  When one experiences pleasant emotions such as joy or happiness, 
the action tendency is typically to move toward or approach the cause of the emotion. 
Fredrickson (2001) expanded on the effects of positive emotions, proposing that positive 
emotions further broaden the actions that one might respond with which then builds the personal 
resources of the person experiencing the positive emotion. In this way, positive emotions might 
result in a wider array of action tendencies than Frijda first proposed, from just approach to 
include play, pushing the limits, and being creative. 
Traditionally, research has implied that negative outcomes follow negative emotions and 
positive outcomes follow positive emotions (Lindebaum & Jordan, 2012). Lindebaum & Jordan 
(2012) called for scholars to examine discrete emotions in such a way that challenged this 
symmetric general rule. Scholars have proposed that emotion regulation may influence the 
relationship between emotions and outcomes in a way that produces asymmetry such that 
negative emotions lead to positive outcomes and positive emotions lead to negative outcomes 
(Lebel, 2017). In the context of the supervisor-employee relationship, several outcomes may be 
applicable. I have chosen to examine two employee-targeted outcomes, neglect and mentoring, 
because they represent outcomes that may result from approach, attending and shrinking 
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tendencies associated with the discrete emotions in this paper. Specifically, whether supervisors 
respond with neglect or mentoring following positive and negative emotions may be influenced 
by their emotional regulation capabilities.  
Emotional Regulation. Emotional intelligence is comprised of three abilities  – “to 
monitor one's own and others' feelings and emotions, to discriminate among them and to use this 
information to guide one's thinking and actions” (Salovey & Mayer, 1990; pg189). A strong 
indicator of emotional intelligence is emotion regulation (Salovey, Hsee, & Mayer, 1993). 
Emotion regulation includes the ability to cognitively change an external situation in hopes of 
reducing its emotional impact (Grandey, 2000). When supervisors are high in emotion 
regulation, they may be able to shift negative emotion in a way that induces them to behave in a 
more positive manner. When emotion regulation is low, this shift may not occur and supervisors 
may align their behaviors with their emotions, sometimes to their detriment. Focusing on this 
ability to use emotion information to guide one’s actions, supervisors’ emotion regulation may 
impact the employee-targeted outcomes that may result from emotional experience. In the 
sections that follow, I focus on the possibility of asymmetric relationships between emotions and 
outcomes, i.e., neglect following positive emotions and mentoring following negative emotions. 
Neglect. Neglect is traditionally studied from the perspective of the employee and is 
defined as “passively allowing conditions to deteriorate through reduced interest or effort, 
chronic lateness or absences, using company time for personal business, or increased error rate.” 
(Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers, and Mainous III, 1988: pg 601). But, supervisors can be guilty of 
neglect as well.  For example, supervisors may allow relationships with employees to deteriorate 
through reduced interest or effort. Such a negative response may follow either a negative or 
positive emotion based on supervisors’ emotional regulation abilities.  
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Discrete emotions pride-in-employee and gratitude might result in neglect of employees, 
a negative outcome. Frijda (1987) does not specifically describe the action tendencies associated 
with these emotions; however, other positive emotions are associated with approach and 
attending action tendencies. Other scholars suggest that pride is associated with a tendency to 
‘dream big’ and gratitude may lead to prosocial behaviors (Fredrickson, 2013; 
McCullough, Kilpatrick, Emmons, and Larson, 2001). According to Carver and Scheier (1990), 
when movement toward a goal is rapid, like when an employee on whom a supervisor depends 
delivers above the promised amount, the person may be inclined to shift focus to other goals, or 
in my scenario, from the excess deliverer to an employee who is not delivering as promised. This 
could cause neglect on the part of the supervisor toward the employee who delivered excess 
contributions, particularly if the supervisor’s ability to regulate emotions is low. When 
supervisors’ emotion regulation is high, they may approach or attend to their employees whose 
performance caused the positive emotion even though the natural tendency would be to shift 
attention to other goals that are not being filled, or in this scenario, other employees who are not 
contributing to the supervisor’s goal attainment (Carver & Scheier, 1990). If the supervisor is 
high in emotion regulation, I assert that they will recognize this tendency to neglect these ‘over-
achieving’ employees and resist it. Thus, with respect to neglect, supervisors with low emotion 
regulation may neglect employees who caused the positive emotion more than supervisors with 
high emotion regulation. I predict a direct relationship between positive emotions and neglect, 
such that: 
H4a: The discrete emotions of satisfaction, pride-in-employee, and gratitude mediate the 
relationship between moderated contributions and neglect. 
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H4b-d: As the relationship between (b) satisfaction, (c) pride-in-employee and (d) 
gratitude increase from low to high, neglect decreases from high to low. For supervisors 
with low emotion regulation, increases in positive emotions are strongly and negatively 
related to neglect. For supervisors with high emotion regulation, increases in positive 
emotions are weakly and negatively related to neglect. 
 Mentoring. When supervisors’ have high emotion regulation abilities, anger, 
disappointment or jealousy may lead to mentoring. Mentoring is “a set of role activities, 
including coaching, support, and sponsorship, that upper-level managers provide to protégés” 
(Turban & Dougherty, 1994: pg. 688). Why would mentorship, a traditionally positive outcome, 
follow negative emotions like anger and jealousy? Indeed, a study has shown that supervisors’ 
mentoring is negatively related to employee breach of contributions (Chen, Tsui, & Zhong, 
2008). But this study did not take into account the emotion that led to the mentoring.  
When a supervisor has low emotion regulation, again, supervisors follow their normal 
action tendency. The action tendency for anger (approach with negative intent), disappointment 
(shrinking), and jealousy (attending) remain the same (Frijda, 1989). However, when emotion 
regulation is high, I assert that the original action tendencies associated with negative emotions 
will change to approach with positive intent. This shift in action tendency occurs as a way for 
supervisors to recover from a bad experience to hopefully experience positive emotions 
(Fredrickson & Levenson, 1998; Fredrickson, Mancuso, Branigan, C., & Tugade, 2000; Tugade 
& Fredrickson, 2004). For anger, when supervisors have high emotion regulation, they still 
approach the employee who caused they anger, but the intent shifts to positive behavior such as 
to help or mentor the employee. High emotion regulation supervisors who experience 
disappointment may mentor employees who caused the disappointment because they want to 
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prevent the feelings of disappointment from occurring again. Finally, when supervisors 
experience jealousy, supervisors may feel that other employees that work for them or even their 
own superiors will view the target of the jealousy in a more favorable light than them. They may 
feel that existing relationships are threatened. However, they may approach these employees to 
learn how they exceed promised contributions. They may try to mentor these employees that 
they are jealous of to increase the amount of credit they can take for ‘over-achieving’ employees’ 
work. Thus, jealousy may also lead to mentoring. Therefore, I predict: 
H5a: The discrete emotions of anger, disappointment, and jealousy mediate the 
relationship between moderated contributions and mentoring. 
H5b-d: Emotion regulation moderates the relationship between (b) anger, (c) 
disappointment, and (d) jealousy and mentoring such that there is a negative relationship 
when emotion regulation is low and a positive relationship when emotion regulation is 
high. 
The full model of relationships between contributions comparisons, emotions, and 
neglect and mentoring are shown in Figure 2.  A summary of second stage hypotheses is 
provided in Table 2. 
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Figure 2. Study Model 
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Table 2 
 
Second Stage Hypotheses Summary 
 
Original Action Tendency Moderator Moderated Action Tendency 
 
Outcome Effects 
Satisfaction: Approach 
 
Pride-in-Employees: Approach 
(Dream Big) 
 
Gratitude: Approach (Prosocial 
Behavior) 
 
 
Disappointment : Shrinking 
 
 
 
 
Direct relationship predicted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Disappointment: Approach 
 
 
 
 
Neglect (H4b-d) 
Anger: Approach with negative 
intent 
 
Jealousy: Attending 
Emotion Regulation - High 
 
Anger: Approach with positive 
intent 
 
 
Jealousy: Approach 
Mentoring (H5b-d) 
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Two studies were conducted to gain knowledge about supervisor emotional and 
behavioral reactions to employee psychological contract delivery. The first study, a pilot study, is 
qualitative and the second study is quantitative. 
PILOT STUDY METHOD 
Study 1 – Qualitative  
 Research Design. Data was collected via interviews. Participants were recruited from 
personal contacts who supervise employees in various industries. The primary objective of the 
qualitative study was to confirm whether supervisors think of psychological contracts similarly 
as employees do.  That is, do supervisors perceive that their employees promise to deliver work 
as employees have been shown to perceive that employers promise to give them inducements?  
Other objectives included determining whether dependence on employees for one’s own success 
varies; what feelings supervisors felt when employees delivered as promised, provided deficient 
delivered, or delivered in excess of promises; and whether deficient delivery was always 
perceived as bad and excess delivery always perceived as good, as implied by the literature. 
These objectives serve to confirm hypotheses written for the field study, Study 2. 
Sample. Nine supervisors were interviewed. The average age of interviewees was 40.8. 
Forty-four percent were African American and 56 % were Caucasian. Forty-four percent were 
female and 56% were male. Management experience ranged from one year to 32 years, with the 
average being 12 years of experience. They managed their current team for an average of three 
years. A variety of industries were represented, from banking to information technology to 
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shipbuilding. Supervisor specialties included marketing, architecture, human resources, and 
electrical wiring.  
Measures. Open-ended questions were asked of interviewees. (See Appendix A for 
Interview Protocol.) In addition to demographic questions, supervisors were asked questions 
about (1) how they guide, motivate and monitor employees; (2) how dependent they were on 
their employees for their own success; (3) their feelings about fulfillment, deficiency, and 
excess; (4) whether these delivery types are always good (for delivery as promised and excess 
delivery) or always bad (for deficient delivery); (5) how they treat employees following each 
delivery type; and (6) whether they have experienced negative emotions like anger, frustration, 
irritation or jealousy or positive emotions like pride-in-employees, gratitude and admiration with 
respect to employee delivery of work. Interviews were conducted over the phone.  
Plan of Analysis. Active note-taking was used to capture responses (i.e., interviews were 
not recorded and transcribed). To analyze the data, I followed these steps outlined by (Swanson 
& Holton, 2005): data preparation, familiarization, coding, and generating meaning. Data 
preparation entailed organizing and ‘cleaning’ (i.e., correcting spelling errors or improperly 
formed sentences). Familiarization comprised reading interview notes several times to gain a 
better understanding of responses and to begin to identify similarities and differences in 
interviewee responses. Coding entailed creating categories for responses and putting them in an 
Excel spreadsheet. Codes were generated from question topics and included guidance and 
motivation; performance monitoring; promise perception; dependence on employees; reactions 
to on-task delivery (feelings and treatment of employees); reactions to deficient deliver (feelings, 
whether deficient delivery is always bad, treatment of employees); reactions to excess delivery 
(feelings, whether excess delivery is always good, treatment of employees); and overall feelings 
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experienced. Generating meaning entailed identifying themes that carried through most 
responses. 
PILOT STUDY RESULTS 
 Perceived Promises. Again, the primary objective of the interviews was to determine 
whether supervisors view psychological contracts similarly as employees do. Employees 
typically believe that their employers promise to give them inducements in return for the work 
that they do. Do employers, represented by supervisors, also perceive employees as making 
promises to do work in exchange for the inducements they may dole out? Results of our 
interview indicate that supervisors indeed perceive such promises. Eight of the nine supervisors 
responded ‘yes’ when asked if employees promise to deliver work as a part of their jobs. The 
ninth supervisor did not refer to the act as a promise, but stated that employees commit to 
finishing a task when they accept it. Similar to literature about employees perceiving 
psychological contracts with employers as early as the recruiting phase (Rousseau, 1990), some 
of the supervisors interviewed also indicated that such promises were perceived at this time. 
Supervisor 1 relayed a story about how an employee over-emphasized his/her interest in working 
on diversity initiatives.  As a result, the supervisor perceived this interest as a promise to accept 
and deliver on a diversity task when assigned.  
 Dependence. Interviews revealed that dependence on employees varied among 
supervisors. While five supervisors stated that they were heavily dependent on their employees 
for their own success, others stated that dependence was around 25% - 50%, with two indicating 
no dependence at all.  It should be noted that the supervisors that indicated no dependence 
worked for the government directly or via a government contractor. For those with 25% - 50% 
dependence, they either contributed directly to end products individually or had other 
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responsibilities beyond task delivery (e.g., business development, hiring, financial management), 
thus indicating less than complete dependence on their employees for their success. Thus, 
supervisor dependence on employees for their own success appears to vary. 
 Delivery as Promised. The data revealed a few conclusions about fulfillment, deficiency 
and excess. With respect to fulfillment, supervisors reported only positive emotions (i.e., 
happiness, satisfaction). But some supervisors stated that they regulate the emotions they show to 
their employees. Supervisor 1 stated that s/he is reserved in the verbal praise given for 
fulfillment, not wanting to give excessive praise for something that was delivered as agreed to. 
On the other hand, Supervisor 2 stated that s/he does not want to give the impression that 
fulfillment is a negative event, even though s/he feels that such delivery does not always help 
him/her meet personal goals that have been set by superiors. Supervisor 8 referred to those 
employees who deliver as promised as ‘average performers,’ but stated that such employees are 
needed in every team and thus s/he is happy when tasks are delivered as promised. 
 Deficient Delivery. All supervisors stated that deficient delivery typically results in 
negative emotions (i.e., anger, frustration, irritation). The interesting finding was that most 
supervisors tended to (1) think the deficiency may reflect on them and/or (2) try to determine 
what role they played in the deficient delivery. So even though supervisors expressed negative 
feelings toward the employee, supervisors look internally for what they could have done to avoid 
the deficiency (i.e., were they clear in setting deadlines, relaying the importance of a task, its 
dependency to other tasks, etc.). Supervisors appear to cognitively shift deficiency to be about 
their shortcomings in managing an employee instead of attributing all of the blame to the 
employee, perhaps in an effort to lessen the emotional response and gain control in addressing 
whatever issue led to the deficiency. Some made an assessment of whether deficiency was due to 
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a lack of employee’s skill or will. If skill, mentoring took place. It should be noted that most 
supervisors believed that the deficiency was primarily a result of skill. Supervisor 9, an 
electrician by trade, spoke of mentoring his/her employees who were 10-15 years his/her junior. 
Even though he may be angry that he then has to do an employee’s work when it fails inspection, 
he tries to use it as a teaching moment for newer colleagues.  
There were a few instances where supervisors attributed deficiency to a lack of will. In 
these instances, the supervisor may withdraw from the employee. For example, Supervisor 6 
stated that she may ignore the employee for a day or two and then resume normal operations. 
Supervisors 1 and 5 treated employees who engaged in deficient delivery far more professionally 
(as opposed to friendly) and were curt in communications. In an extreme case, as one described 
by Supervisor 4, the employee was terminated consistent deficiencies, but the supervisor did not 
change his attitude toward the employee and was uneasy with the decision to terminate even 
though s/he knew it was the right thing to do. 
 A few supervisors believed that deficient delivery was not always a bad thing. For 
example, Supervisor 7 stated that deficient delivery could sometimes be positive if it means that 
the employee is thinking strategically about a task and realized that something should be done a 
different way. Deficiency might have occurred when an employee responded with flexibility to 
project demands and avoided rigidly approaching tasks.  
 Excess delivery. For excess delivery, supervisors overwhelming expressed positive 
emotions (i.e., pride-in-employees, admiration, excitement). Most supervisors relayed that they 
primarily provide verbal acknowledgement either directly to the employee or in front of the team 
when the employee delivers in excess, but admitted that this is not always given consistently. 
Supervisor 2 indicated that tries to send out acknowledgements via email or personal notes, but 
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does not always remember to do it. Some supervisors provided other rewards for excess delivery, 
like assignment to ‘sexy’ projects or more responsibility and autonomy. Other supervisors spoke 
of more long-term rewards, such as recommendations for bonuses, stock options, and 
promotions.  
Interestingly, seven of the nine supervisors interviewed indicated that excess is 
sometimes a bad thing. Excess delivery was undesirable when employees delivered more than 
promised on low-value work, when excess was intended ‘show up’ their colleagues, when excess 
contributions were not congruent with an established plan, or when excess was delivered to a 
client for free when the company had planned to sell the excess to the client. But again, 
supervisors tended to use these as teaching moments, not wanting to discourage excess delivery 
but rather seeking to direct its focus to higher-value tasks. 
 Table 3 provides a summary of interview findings. 
STUDY 1 DISCUSSION 
The qualitative study was generally supportive of hypothesized ideas. It provided insight 
into how supervisors experience different emotions (i.e., pride-in-employees, gratitude, 
admiration, anger, irritation). Supervisors’ dependence varied among interviewees from very 
little dependence to very high dependence. Finally, supervisors’ decisions to mentor or neglect 
employees was revealed to be a complex process (Butterfield, Trevion, and Ball, 1996). These 
results justify additional examination of these relationships in a field study, carried out in Study 
2. 
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Table 3 
 
Interview Summary Findings  
 
Category Summary Finding 
Perception of 
Promises 
All supervisors perceived a promise or commitment made when a task 
is accepted. 
 
Dependence Dependence on employees for supervisor success varies from no 
dependence to 100% dependence. 
 
Delivery as 
Promised 
Supervisors regulate the emotions shown either positively or 
negatively. 
 
 
Deficiency Supervisors feel negative emotions (i.e., anger, frustration, irritation) 
but tend to (1) think the deficiency may reflect on them and/or (2) try to 
determine what role they played in the deficiency. 
 
Deficiency may not always be a bad thing, e.g., when an employee 
under-delivers because of changing priorities. 
 
Excess Supervisors feel positive emotions (i.e., happiness, admiration, pride-
in-employees), resulting in mainly verbal or written praise. 
 
Most supervisors interviewed felt that excess delivery was not always a 
good thing, particularly when employees deliver excess amounts on 
less value-added tasks. 
 
STUDY 2 METHOD 
Research Design. Study 2 data was collected via a field study. Several samples were 
collected from different organizations. Data is cross-sectional; supervisor and employee data was 
collected at the same time to minimize interruption to company operations.  
Sample. Samples were collected via various means – from large and small companies, a 
large university in the southeast US, and via an organization, StudyResponse Project, that 
collects data on the researcher’s behalf. The StudyResponse Project has been used to collect data 
in other studies that have been published in top journals (Ng & Feldman, 2012; Piccolo & 
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Colquitt, 2006; Scott, Garza, Conlon, & Kim, 2014). Company participants were not 
compensated, but the other participants were compensated. Undergraduate students were given 
extra credit points for participation. MBA students were given $10 for participating. Supervisors 
for undergraduate and MBA students were not compensated. Both StudyResponse supervisor 
and employee participants were compensated $10 Amazon gift cards. Ninety-five dyad pairs, 
comprised the final sample.  
Of this final sample, the average age of supervisors was 39.6 years. Males comprised 
63.2% of the supervisors. 57.9% of supervisors were Caucasian, 26.3% African-American, 7.4% 
Asian, 3.2% Hispanic, 2.1% Native American, and 3.2% Other. Most supervisors had been with 
their companies more than 4 years (80.0%), while the remaining had been with their companies 
1-3 years (17.9%) or less than 1 year (2.1%). 
For employees, the average age was 35.0 years. 54.7% were male. 54.7% of employees 
were Caucasian, 25.3% African-American, 6.3% Asian, 5.3% Hispanic, 3.2% Native American, 
and 5.3% Other. Most employees had reported to their supervisors for 1-3 years (46.3%), while 
the remaining had reported to their supervisors less than 1 year (2.1%) or more than four years 
(29.5%). 
Measures. Supervisors were asked to report their dependence on employees, promised 
and delivered in-role and extra-role employee contributions, and resulting emotions from 
contributions. Employees were asked to report on supervisor behaviors of mentoring and neglect. 
Measures are provided in Appendix B. 
Promised and Delivered Contributions. Supervisors assessed the level of in-role and 
extra-role contributions that they have been promised and delivered. Items for these variables 
were developed for an unpublished paper. Supervisors were asked ‘for this employee, please rate 
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the amount of each item you believe he/she has promised to deliver’ and ‘for this employee, 
please rate the amount of each item you believe he/she has actually delivered.’ An example of in-
role contributions is “Performing duties with unusually few errors.”  
Emotions. Five different supervisor emotions were measured – anger, disappointment, 
jealousy, pride-in-employees, and gratitude – along with satisfaction with the employee. Anger 
was measured using the State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory (Spielberger, Jacobs, Russell, & 
Crane, 1983). Sample items include “When I think about my employee, I get angry.” Items for 
irritation were adapted from Caplan et al. (1975). Sample items include “I get irritated with my 
employee” and “When I think about my employee, I get aggravated.” Items for disappointment 
were developed for this study. A sample item includes “Whenever I think about this employee’s 
work, I wish things had happened differently.” Disappointment was measured on a 7-point Likert 
(1-strongly disagree, 7-strongly disagree). The jealousy measure was adapted from Vecchio 
(2000) to focus on the supervisor as the person experiencing the jealousy. A sample adapted item 
is “When others praise Employee Name, my stomach knots up”. The measure has three items 
and used a Likert scale from 1-not at all to 7-to a great extent. Pride in employees was adapted 
from Tracy and Robins (2007) 7-item scale of authentic pride. A sample item included “After my 
employee delivered his/her work, I would feel that he/she accomplished a great deal.” It was 
measured on a 7-point Likert scale from 1-not at all to 7-to a great extent. Satisfaction with 
employee was measured using the following three items adapted from Edwards and Rothbard 
(1999): “In general, I am satisfied with my employee,” “I enjoy working with this employee,” 
and “All in all, the employee I have is great.” Satisfaction was measured on a 7-point Likert 
scale from 1-strongly disagree to 7-strongly disagree. Gratitude was assessed using a measure 
adapted from Watkins et al. (2003). A sample item includes “I feel great appreciation for the 
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things Employee Name has done for me”. Questions was rated on a scale from 1 – not at all to 7 
– a great deal. 
Dependence on Employee. This measure was developed for this study. Supervisors were 
asked three items such as “How much are you evaluated on how well Employee Name does 
his/her job?” Questions were rated on a scale from 1 – not at all to 7 – a great deal. 
Emotional Regulation. This measure was taken from the dimensions outlined for 
emotional intelligence by Wong and Law (2002). This resulted in a 4-item scale. Sample items 
include “I am quite capable of controlling my own emotions” and “I have good control of my 
own emotions.” The questions were rated on a scale from 1 – not at all to 7 – a great deal. 
Outcomes. Finally, two outcomes were measured, neglect and mentoring. Neglect was 
measured using items developed for this study. Items include “My supervisor neglects me during 
the work day,” “My supervisor ignores me during the work day,” and “Over the course of the 
day, my supervisor disregards me.” Mentoring was measured using items selected from Dreher 
and Ash (1990).  Employees were asked whether their supervisor: “Gives or recommends me for 
challenging assignments that present opportunities to learn new skills” and “Encourages me to 
prepare for my future.” Both outcomes were measured on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 – not at 
all to 7 – a great deal. 
Plan of Analysis. Analyses were performed to determine whether the data collected from 
different samples could be combined into one sample using SPSS. First, I examined standard 
deviations for each sample and the combined sample to see if there was variation for each 
variable. Next, I performed regression using dummy variables for each sample as moderators 
between the relationship between each contribution type and mediators and outcome variables. 
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This step enabled me to assess whether there was significant difference between the samples. 
Nonsignificant differences in samples support combining the 11 samples into one. 
I performed CFAs using MPlus. Models were tested for supervisor-rated factors and 
employee-rated factors separately. Models included the (1) proposed model; (2) combinations of 
promised in-role and extra role contributions and delivered in-role and extra-role contributions; 
(3) combinations of emotion variables based on very high correlations (0.80 and above); and (4) 
combinations of positive emotions and negative emotions for the supervisor-rated variables. The 
employee-rated CFA models included the proposed model and the combination of all variables 
into a one factor model. The model with the best fit indices, i.e., lowest root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA) and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) and highest 
comparative fit index (CFI), indicate the best fit to the data.  
Polynomial regression and response surface modeling were used to assess the fit between 
instances of fulfillment, deficiency and excess of promised contributions and delivered 
contributions (Edwards, 2002; Lambert, 2011) and discrete emotions using SYSTAT. Significant 
slope and curvatures provide support for hypotheses. Significant curvatures are specifically 
required to provide support for predicted curvilinear relationships (H2b, H3a-c).  
SPSS and ordinary least squares regression was used to perform mediation and 
bootstrapping analysis. Mediation testing entailed creating a block variable for the polynomial 
and moderated polynomial terms. To do this, coefficients from the significant regressions with 
the mediators were used with ±1SD of dependence substituted for moderated terms to create 
block variables at low and high dependence. Significant indirect effects along with 
nonsignificant relationships between the independent variable outcome variable indicate full 
mediation. 
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STUDY 2 RESULTS 
 Analysis was performed to determine if samples could be combined. Review of each 
sample and the combined sample means and standards deviations revealed that, although 
variables of the individual samples did not vary much (standard deviations less than 1, indicating 
that responses were similar across the individual sample), the combined sample’s variables had 
had sufficient deviation (standard deviations greater than 1, indicating that responses were fairly 
different when samples were combined).  
To further confirm that data from the different samples could be combined, I needed to 
determine whether the individual samples were significantly different from each other. If so, the 
sample should not be combined. To do this, I created dummy variables for each sample.  I then 
moderated the relationship between promised and delivered contribution terms (in-role, extra-
role, and support) and the mediator and dependent variables (discrete emotion mediators and 
outcome variables, neglect and mentoring). If the R2 change was significantly different when 
adding the moderated terms to the model for the tested relationships, the sample should not be 
combined. An example of the regression is shown in Table 5 for the dependent variable 
Satisfaction. I entered the polynomial terms in the first block, with the sample dummy variables 
being added to the second, and the moderated polynomial terms added to the third block. Results 
showed that none of the R2 changes were significant from block to block, indicating that the 
moderated dummy variable terms did not significantly explain the R2 change observed in the 
dependent variables. Eight dependent variables were tested – satisfaction, pride-in-employees, 
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Table 4 
 
Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations by Sample (Individual and Combined) 
 
Scale Variable Samp1 
(n=16) 
M   SD 
Samp2 
(n=6) 
M  SD 
Samp3 
(n=3) 
M  SD 
Samp4 
(n=1) 
M  SD 
Samp5 
(n=12) 
M  SD 
Samp6 
(n=3) 
M  SD 
Samp7 
(n=5) 
M  SD 
Samp8 
(n=3) 
M  SD 
Samp9 
(n=1) 
M  SD 
Samp10 
(n=18) 
M  SD 
Samp11 
(n=44) 
M  SD 
Combined 
(n=112) 
M  SD 
 
-3:3 Promised In-
Role 
1.4  .97 1.7  .88 1.8  1.1 1.0 1.8  .64 1.9  1.0 1.4  .68 1.6  2.5 2.0 2.0  .63 1.6  1.1 1.6  .95 
-3:3 Promised 
Extra-Role 
1.5  .97 1.6  .96 1.3  1.5 1.3 1.6  1.5 1.3  1.5 1.5  .77 2.4  .96 .00 1.6  1.1 1.6  1.0 1.6  1.1 
-3:3 Promised 
Support 
1.2  1.1 2.1  .14 1.3  1.5 2.7 1.9  .85 1.4  2.1 .80  .77 3.0  .00 -.33 1.7  1.2 1.9  .87 1.7  1.1 
-3:3 Delivered In-
Role 
1.2  1.3 1.6  1.1 2.1  1.0 1.7 2.1  .67 2.2  .69 1.4  .43 1.2  2.8 2.7 2.2  .81 1.8  .90 1.8  1.0 
-3:3 Delivered 
Extra-Role  
1.6  1.1 1.8  .89 1.3  1.5  2.0 1.8  1.5 1.8  1.1 1.4  .72 2.2  .51 1.7 1.8  1.0 1.7  1.1 1.7  1.1 
-3:3 Delivered 
Support 
1.1  1.1 1.9  .14 1.2  1.6 2.7 2.1  .83 1.8  1.6 .33  .82 2.8  .19 2.0 1.6  1.1 1.8  1.0 1.6  1.1 
1:7 Dependence 5.4  1.0 3.3  1.9 3.8  1.0 7.0 4.1  1.2 2.0  .00 3.5  1.8 5.6  .69 3.0 4.4  1.3 5.4  .97 4.8  1.4 
1:5 Liking 
(control) 
4.0  .91 4.3  .77 3.8  .80 4.0 4.8  .38 4.4  .80 3.9  1.0 4.7  .38 5.0 4.5  .80 4.3  .63 4.3  .73 
-3:3 Satisfaction 1.8  1.1 1.9  .53 2.2  1.3 2.0 2.4  .75 2.4  .69 1.5  1.4 2.4  .96 3.0 2.4  .95 2.1  .91 2.1  .94 
-3:3 Disappointment -1.4  1.4 -.78 1.1 -2.0 1.5 -1.3 -2.1  1.1 -3  .00 -1.1  1.6 -.22 2.5 -2.7 -1.5  2.0 -1.5  1.6 -1.6  1.6 
1:7 Anger 1.2  .65 1.2  .54 1.0  .00 1.0 1.0  .19 1.0  .00 1.3  .43 1.4  .77 1.0 1.5  1.1 1.9  1.4 1.5  1.1 
1:7 Jealousy 1.2  .43 1.1  .14 1.0  .00 1.0 1.1  .29 1.0  .00 1.6  .80 1.8  1.3 1.0 1.5  1.0 1.9  1.3 1.5  1.0 
1:7 Pride-in-Emp 5.8  1.5 5.7  .80 5.8  1.6 5.0 6.2  1.5 6.7  .58 5.1  .99 6.2  1.3 6.0 5.9  1.2 5.8  1.1 5.8  1.2 
1:7 Gratitude 6.0  1.2 6.1  .95 5.2  1.6 7.0 6.4  1.0 6.4  .96 4.9  1.2 6.8  1.3 6.7 6.1  1.3 5.9  .92 6.0  1.1 
1:7 Emotion 
Regulation 
5.7  .79 5.4  .94 4.9  1.3 5.0 5.3  .81 4.5  .00 5.0  .87 5.5  .00 4.5 5.5  1.2 5.6  1.1 5.4  1.0 
1:7 Neglect 2.2  1.6 1.6  .65 1.0  .00 1.0 1.4  .72 1.3  .57 1.4  .60 1.3  .58 1.0 2.6  1.9 2.2  1.4 2.0  1.4 
1:7 Mentoring 4.3  1.3 3.4  2.2 4.8  1.2 6.0 5.3  1.7 5.9  .97 5.5  1.1 5.8  .69 4.5 4.2  2.0 5.5  1.0 5.0  1.5 
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gratitude, disappointment, anger, jealousy, mentoring and neglect. This result (nonsignficance) 
was repeated for all of the tested dependent variables except one (neglect). Based on these 
results, the sample was combined and analyzed as one sample consisting of 95 dyad pairs. 
Next, I considered including the construct of Liking as a control in the first stage because 
how much a supervisor likes an employee might influence how the supervisor responds 
emotionally to the employee’s performance. However, Spector and Brannick (2011) cautioned 
against arbitrarily adding controls without strong theoretical reason to do so.  They specifically 
cautioned against adding Liking to regressions involving performance because liking may be a 
result of a performance. Entering Liking as a control when in fact it is acting as a DV will lessen 
effects that should be and result in the underestimation of the true correlation among the 
polynomial variables. To test whether Liking performed as a DV in my model, I regressed 
Liking on the polynomial terms for each contribution type (in-role, extra-role, and support). 
Results indicated that the polynomials, which represent an employee’s performance, when tested 
together, significantly affected Liking. Thus, Liking should not be included in the model as a 
control. 
Table 6 represents the correlation table for the variables included in the model.  
Most correlations were as expected. Some relationships exhibited high correlations 
(above 0.80), such as anger and jealousy as well as gratitude and pride. It is feasible to believe 
that when one experiences jealousy, one might also experience some anger. Similar for pride and 
gratitude. However, to ensure that these variables were not loading together as well as to test 
other models that may better fit the data, I performed confirmatory factor analysis on supervisor-
rated and employee-rated variables separately. Model 1 represents the proposed model. Model 2 
combines promised in-role and extra-role contributions and delivered in-role and extra-role 
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Table 5 
 
Example of Dummy Variable Results to See If Sample Can Be Combined – DV: Satisfaction 
 
   Change Statistics 
Model R Square Std Error of 
the Estimate 
R Square 
Change 
F Change df1 df2 Sig. F 
Change 
1 0.66 0.56 0.66 28.5 6 88 0.00 
2 0.68 0.57 0.02 0.41 10 78 0.94 
3 0.81 0.53 0.13 1.51 25 53 0.10 
Model 1 Predictors: (Constant), Delivered In-role, Delivered Extra-role, Delivered Support, Promised In-Role, Promised Extra-Role, Promised Support 
Model 2 Predictors: (Constant), Delivered In-role, Delivered Extra-role, Delivered Support, Promised In-Role, Promised Extra-Role, Promised Support, Comp1, Comp2, 
Comp3, Comp4, Comp5, Comp6, Comp7, Under, MBA, SR 
Model 3 Predictors: (Constant), Delivered In-role, Delivered Extra-role, Delivered Support, Promised In-Role, Promised Extra-Role, Promised Support, Comp1, Comp2, 
Comp3, Comp4, Comp5, Comp6, Comp7, Under, MBA, SR, Delivered In-rolexComp1, Delivered Extra-rolexComp1, Delivered SupportxComp1, Promised In-rolexComp1, 
Promised Extra-RolexComp1, Promised SupportxComp1, Delivered In-rolexComp2, Delivered Extra-rolexComp2, Delivered SuppxComp2, Promised In-rolexComp2, 
Promised Extra-RolexComp2, Promised SupportxComp2, Delivered In-rolexComp3, Delivered Extra-rolexComp3, Delivered SupportxComp3, Promised In-rolexComp3, 
Promised Extra-rolexComp3, Promised SupportxComp3, Delivered In-rolexComp4, Delivered Extra-rolexComp4, Delivered SuppxComp4, Promised In-rolexComp4, 
Promised Extra-RolexComp4, Promised SupportxComp4, Delivered In-rolexComp5, Delivered Extra-rolexComp5, Delivered SuppxComp5, Promised In-rolexComp5, 
Promised Extra-RolexComp5, Promised SupportxComp5, Delivered In-rolexComp6, Delivered Extra-rolexComp6, Delivered SuppxComp6, Promised In-rolexComp6, 
Promised Extra-RolexComp6, Promised SupportxComp6, Delivered In-rolexComp7, Delivered Extra-rolexComp7, Delivered SuppxComp7, Promised In-rolexComp7, 
Promised Extra-RolexComp7, Promised SupportxComp7, Delivered In-rolexUnder, Delivered Extra-rolexUnder, Delivered SuppxUnder, Promised In-rolexUnder, Promised 
Extra-RolexUnder, Promised SupportxUnder, Delivered In-rolexMBA, Delivered Extra-rolexMBA, Delivered SuppxMBA, Promised In-rolexMBA, Promised Extra-
RolexMBA, Promised SupportxMBA, Delivered In-rolexSR, Delivered Extra-rolexSR, Delivered SuppxSR, Promised In-rolexSR, Promised Extra-RolexSR, Promised 
SupportxSR, 
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Table 6 
Variable Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations 
 
 Mean SD      1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 Promised In-role 171 .93 (.80)          
2 Promised Extra-
role 
1.64 1.04 .68** (.89)         
3 Promised Support 1.78 1.04 .57** .65** (.89)        
4 Delivered In-role 1.88 0.98 .79** .64** .48** (.86)       
5 Delivered Ex-role 1.74 1.07 .70** .76** .59** .75** (.91)      
6 Delivered Support 1.66 1.05 .65** .65** .82** .57** .69** (.91)     
7 Dependence 4.96 1.25 .11 .30** .24* .13 .32** .17 (.64)    
8 Anger  1.51 1.14 -.50** -.36** -.29** -.47** -.41** -.36** .02 (.97)   
9 Disappointment -1.60 1.56 -.57** -.47** -.43** -.64** -.60** -.51** -.04 .65** (.90)  
10 Jealousy 1.53 1.07 -.51** -.38** -.27** -.51** -.44** -.35** -.02 .93** .65 (.94) 
11 Satisfaction 2.18 0.96 .65** .56** .59** .75** .70** .67** .13 -.49** -.64** -.49** 
12 Pride-in-Emp 5.84 1.16 .68** .61** .62** .77** .70** .64** .29** -.42** -.58** -.45** 
13 Gratitude 6.00 1.08 .58** .63** .64** .68** .71** .69** .31** -.44** -.57** -.46** 
14 Emotion 
Regulation 
5.49 1.05 .35** .43** .49** .27** .42** .49** .24* -.27** -.35** -.27** 
15 Neglect 2.06 1.44 -.49** -.40** -.38** -.41** -.43** -.45** -.10 .52** .43** .50** 
16 Mentoring 5.06 1.47 .30** .32** .45** .20 .25* .38** .23* -.03 -.08 -.02 
 
49 
 
      11 12 13 14 15 16 
1 Promised In-role       
2 Promised Ex-role       
3 Promised 
Support 
      
4 Delivered In-role       
5 Delivered Ex-
role 
      
6 Delivered 
Support 
      
7 Dependence       
8 Anger       
9 Disappointment       
10 Jealousy       
11 Satisfaction (.94)      
12 Pride-in-Emp .79** (.95)     
13 Gratitude .78** .86** (.92)    
14 Emotion 
Regulation 
.41** .36** .41** (.86)   
15 Neglect -.35** -.38** -.41** -.16 (.94)  
16 Mentoring .26* .37** .36** .05 -.52** (.93) 
N = 95; * significant at p = 0.05, ** significant at p = 0.01  
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contributions to test whether supervisors differentiate between in-role and extra-role. Model 3 
combines anger and jealousy and gratitude and pride because of their high correlations. Model 4 
combines all negative emotions and all positive emotions to assess whether supervisors assessed 
these emotions as one as well. Only two variables were assessed by employees and thus two 
models were tested – the proposed model with the two variables as separate factors and a second 
model with the variables as one factor. Results are in Table 7 and show that the proposed factor 
models for the variables were the best fit to the data. As such, I moved forward with hypotheses 
testing based on the proposed model. 
First Stage Hypotheses Testing. To test H1-H3 outlined above, polynomial regression 
was performed using SYSTAT to test polynomial effects (were polynomials actually moderated 
and if so what were associated significance of slopes and curvatures). Results of these 
regressions are provided in Tables 8-13.  When the polynomial terms moderated by dependence 
as a set were not significant, then moderation was not supported. Examining the information in 
the tables, it can be seen that the only relationship that is moderated by dependence is promised 
and delivered in-role contributions to gratitude (p-value = 0.04; Table 10). Therefore, the only 
hypotheses that were tested further for this first stage analysis were H1c and H3b. All other first 
stage predicted moderated relationships were not supported.   
To continue testing this hypotheses, I calculated and examined the results of slope and 
curvature hypotheses tests shown in Table 14 for gratitude. Moderation occurred for the 
fulfilment fit slope with supervisors who are low in dependence experiencing more gratitude 
than those high in dependence, which is opposite to study arguments. Low dependence 
supervisors were hypothesized to experience pride as opposed to gratitude for in-role fulfilment 
delivery. The positive slope along the fulfillment line supports H1a in that high dependence 
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Table 7 
Results of Confirmatory Factor Analyses of Study Variables 
 
Model Description χ2 df CFI RMSEA SRMR 
 
 Supervisor Rated      
1 Fourteen factors: Promised In-role, Promised Extra-role, Promised Support,     
Delivered In-role, Delivered Extra-role, Delivered Support, Satisfaction, Pride-
in-Employee, Gratitude, Disappointment, Anger, Jealousy, Dependence, 
Emotion Regulation 
1412.2* 769 0.86 0.09 [.09,.10] 0.06 
 
2 
 
Twelve factors: Promised In-role and Extra-Role (combined), Support, 
Delivered In-role and Extra-role (combined), Support, Satisfaction, Pride-in-
Employee, Gratitude, Disappointment, Anger, Jealousy, Dependence, Emotion 
Regulation 
1530.6* 794 0.84 0.10 [.09,.11] 0.07 
 
3 
 
Twelve factors: Promised In-role, Promised Extra-role, Promised Support,     
Delivered In-role, Delivered Extra-role, Delivered Support, Satisfaction, Pride-
in-Employee and Gratitude (combined), Disappointment, Anger and Jealousy 
(combined), Dependence, Emotion Regulation 
 
1479.3* 794 0.85 0.10 [.09,.10] 0.07 
4 Ten factors: Promised In-role, Promised Extra-role, Promised Support,     
Delivered In-role, Delivered Extra-role, Delivered Support, Satisfaction and 
Pride-in-Employee and Gratitude (combined), Disappointment and Anger and 
Jealousy (combined), Dependence, Emotion Regulation 
1728.8* 815 0.80 0.11 [.10,.12] 0.09 
 
       
 Employee-Rated      
1 Two Factor: Neglect, Mentoring 84.3* 26 0.93 0.15[.12,.19] 0.05 
 
2 
 
One Factor: Neglect and Mentoring (combined) 
 
307.4* 
 
27 
 
0.64 
 
0.33[.30,.36] 
 
0.14 
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Table 8 
Relationship of Delivered In-Role and Promised In-Role Contributions with Negative Emotions (H1-H3) 
 
Variable Anger Disappointment Jealousy 
 b t-value b t-value b t-value 
Intercept 1.52 10.38* -1.61 -8.88* 1.51 11.93* 
Dependence 0.24 2.09* 0.06 0.42 0.25 2.54* 
Delivered In-Role -0.44 -2.00* -0.93 -3.44* -0.38 -2.01* 
Promised In-Role -0.21 -0.89 -0.15 -0.49 -0.23 -1.11 
Delivered In-Role Squared -0.21 -1.26 0.16 0.77 0.23 -1.56 
Delivered In-Role x Promised In-Role 0.25 0.73 -0.30 -0.74 0.40 1.38 
Promised In-Role Squared 0.04 0.17 0.12 0.43 -0.63 -0.34 
Delivered In-Role X Dependence -0.06 -0.29 0.49 1.97 -0.01 -0.04 
Promised In-Role X Dependence 0.07 0.35 -0.28 -1.20 0.08 0.49 
Delivered In-Role Sq X Dependence -0.03 -0.20 0.17 0.84 -0.15 -1.10 
Del. In-Role X Prom. In-Role X Dependence 0.17 0.47 0.13 0.30 0.27 0.89 
Promised In-Role Sq X Dependence -0.33 -1.41 -0.35 -1.20 -0.38 -1.91 
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Variable Anger Disappointment Jealousy 
              Test for set of product terms involving 
dependence (df=5) 
p-value 
0.25 
p-value 
0.42 
p-value 
0.18 
 
                                  R2 R2 f-value R2 f-value R2 f-value 
 0.36 4.3 0.48 6.8 0.45 6.2 
N = 95. All coefficients unstandardized. *   p < .05  Note: Test of moderation assesses whether dependence interaction terms as a set explain variance (Cohen, Cohen, West & 
Aiken, 2003)   
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Table 9 
 
Relationship of Delivered In-Role and Promised In-Role Contributions with Positive Emotions (H1-H3) 
 
Variable Satisfaction Pride-In-Employee Gratitude 
 b t-value b t-value b t-value 
Intercept 2.16 22.82* 5.75 54.07* 5.81 50.66* 
Dependence -0.02 -0.28 0.19 2.30* 0.26 2.98* 
Delivered In-Role 0.74 5.24* 0.72 4.54* 0.73 4.23* 
Promised In-Role -0.03 -0.17 -0.20 1.15 0.09 0.49 
Delivered In-Role Squared 0.04 0.40 0.18 1.51 0.10 0.74 
Delivered In-Role x Promised In-Role 0.03 0.13 -0.45 -1.86 -0.13 -0.50 
Promised In-Role Squared -0.11 -0.78 0.18 1.16 0.10 0.60 
Delivered In-Role X Dependence -0.18 -1.40 -0.27 -1.81 -0.09 -0.59 
Promised In-Role X Dependence 0.19 1.57 0.16 1.18 -0.06 -0.44 
Delivered In-Role Sq X Dependence -0.02 0.19 0.01 0.11 -0.10 -0.81 
Del. In-Role X Prom. In-Role X Dependence -0.45 -1.93 -0.31 -1.18 -0.12 -0.42 
Promised In-Role Sq X Dependence 0.40 2.61* 0.23 1.38 0.11 0.62 
              Test for set of product terms involving 
dependence (df=5) 
p-value p-value p-value 
         0.83 0.17 0.04 
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Variable Satisfaction Pride-In-Employee Gratitude 
 
                                  R2 R2 f-value R2 f-value R2 f-value 
 0.62 12.2 0.68 15.7 0.56 9.6 
N = 95  All coefficients unstandardized. *   p < .05    
Note: Test of moderation assesses whether dependence interaction terms as a set explain variance (Cohen, Cohen, West & Aiken, 2003)   
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Table 10 
 
Relationship of Delivered Extra-Role and Promised Extra-Role Contributions with Negative Emotions (H1-H3) 
 
Variable Anger Disappointment Jealousy 
 b t-value b t-value B  t-value 
Intercept 1.40 8.47* -1.52 -7.55* 1.42 9.124* 
Dependence 0.25 1.73 0.31 1.80 0.23 1.72 
Delivered Ex-Role -0.37 -1.63 -0.86 -3.06* -0.33 -1.54 
Promised Ex-Role -0.04 -0.16 -0.16 -0.54 -0.06 -0.26 
Delivered Ex-Role Squared 0.12 0.73 -0.19 -0.95 0.09 0.63 
Delivered Ex-Role x Promised Ex-Role 0.03 0.18 0.15 0.68 0.04 0.22 
Promised Ex-Role Squared -0.05 -0.38 0.06 0.33 -0.07 -0.54 
Delivered Ex-Role X Dependence -0.22 -1.12 0.04 0.17 -0.14 -0.76 
Promised Ex-Role X Dependence 0.16 0.75 -0.17 -0.62 0.17 0.84 
Delivered Ex-Role Sq X Dependence 0.13 0.65 -0.35 -1.47 0.07 0.36 
Del. Ex-Role X Prom. Ex-Role X Dependence -0.02 -0.06 0.38 0.90 -0.04 -0.13 
Promised Ex-Role Sq X Dependence -0.23 -1.11 -0.10 -0.04 -0.20 -1.02 
           Test for set of product terms involving 
dependence (df=5) 
p-value p-value p-value 
 0.29 0.62 0.37 
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Variable Anger Disappointment Jealousy 
 
                                  R2 
 
R2 
 
f-value 
 
R2 
 
f-value 
 
R2 
 
f-value 
 0.27 2.7 0.41 5.3 0.27 2.8 
N = 95 All coefficients unstandardized. *   p < .05    
Note: Test of moderation assesses whether dependence interaction terms as a set explain variance (Cohen, Cohen, West & Aiken, 2003)   
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Table 11 
 
Relationship of Delivered Extra-Role and Promised Extra-Role Contributions with Positive Emotions (H1-H3) 
 
Variable Satisfaction Pride-In-Employee Gratitude 
 b t-value b t-value b t-value 
Intercept 2.34 23.38* 5.93 45.28* 6.04 50.41* 
Dependence -0.12 -1.40 0.09 0.80 0.17 1.68 
Delivered Ex-Role 0.68 4.92* 0.73 4.05* 0.60 3.62* 
Promised Ex-Role -0.15 -1.03 -0.04 -0.20 0.10 0.56 
Delivered Ex-Role Squared -0.21 -2.12* -0.21 -1.60 -0.16 -1.38 
Delivered Ex-Role x Promised Ex-Role 0.03 0.26 0.09 0.61 0.80 0.62 
Promised Ex-Role Squared -0.01 -0.11 0.00 -0.02 0.01 0.12 
Delivered Ex-Role X Dependence -0.16 -1.33 -0.14 -0.92 -0.14 -0.94 
Promised Ex-Role X Dependence 0.30 2.31* 0.18 1.06 0.09 0.57 
Delivered Ex-Role Sq X Dependence 0.05 0.42 -0.05 -0.32 -0.13 -0.91 
Del. Ex-Role X Prom. Ex-Role X Dependence -0.37 -1.76 -0.19 -0.92 0.00 0.01 
Promised Ex-Role Sq X Dependence 0.29 2.27* 0.21 1.79 0.02 0.13 
Test for set of product terms involving 
dependence (df=5) 
p-value p-value p-value 
         0.30 0.75 0.23 
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Variable Satisfaction Pride-In-Employee Gratitude 
 
                                  R2 R2 f-value R2 f-value R2 f-value 
 0.62 12.1 0.56 9.4 0.57 9.9 
N = 95  All coefficients unstandardized. *   p < .05    
Note: Test of moderation assesses whether dependence interaction terms as a set explain variance (Cohen, Cohen, West & Aiken, 2003)   
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Table 12 
Relationship of Delivered Support and Promised Support Contributions with Negative Emotions (H1-H3) 
 
Variable Anger Disappointment Jealousy 
 b t-value b t-value b t-value 
Intercept 1.48 9.65* -1.60 -8.42* 1.41 9.72* 
Dependence 0.09 0.73 -0.14 -1.03 0.10 1.07 
Delivered Support -0.45 -1.96 -3.39 -3.39* -1.22 -1.44 
Promised Support -0.04 -0.17 2.04 1.92 0.96 1.07 
Delivered Support Squared 0.15 0.68 -0.94 -1.63 0.70 2.00* 
Delivered Support x Promised Support -0.12 -0.33 0.88 0.73 -0.73 -0.88 
Promised Support Squared 0.02 0.10 -0.31 -0.42 0.25 0.45 
Delivered Support X Dependence 0.45 2.30* 0.63 2.81* 0.19 1.03 
Promised Support X Dependence -0.49 -2.29* -0.46 -2.05* -0.18 0.95 
Delivered Support Sq X Dependence -0.35 -2.08* 0.10 0.53 -0.11 -1.31 
Del. Support X Prom. Support X Dependence 0.52 1.74 0.31 2.01* 0.10 0.48 
Promised Support Sq X Dependence -0.18 -0.99 -0.36 -1.09 -0.02 -0.17 
         Test for set of product terms involving 
dependence (df=5) 
p-value p-value p-value 
         0.27 0.80 0.60 
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Variable Anger Disappointment Jealousy 
 
                                  R2 
 
R2 
 
f-value 
 
R2 
 
f-value 
 
R2 
 
f-value 
 0.20 2.3 0.43 9.0 0.23 2.2 
N=95. All coefficients unstandardized. *   p < .05    
Note: Test of moderation assesses whether dependence interaction terms as a set explain variance (Cohen, Cohen, West & Aiken, 2003)   
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Table 13 
Relationship of Delivered Support and Promised Support Contributions with Positive Emotions (H1-H3) 
 
Variable Satisfaction Pride-In-Employee Gratitude 
 b t-value b t-value b t-value 
Intercept 2.281 21.659* 5.854 43.335* 6.035 55.201* 
Dependence -0.015 -0.179 0.197 1.802 0.209 2.368* 
Delivered Support 0.358 2.379* 0.462 2.392* 0.511 3.271* 
Promised Support 0.170 1.009 0.263 1.214 0.180 1.028 
Delivered Support Squared 0.056 0.402 0.159 0.884 0.132 0.905 
Delivered Support x Promised Support -0.514 -2.142* -0.478 -1.551 -0.498 -1.998 
Promised Support Squared 0.256 1.958 0.197 1.173 0.212 1.563 
Delivered Support X Dependence -0.012 -0.096 -0.244 -1.488 -0.189 -1.426 
Promised Support X Dependence -0.052 -0.374 0.076 0.431 -0.038 -0.268 
Delivered Support Sq X Dependence -0.013 -0.123 -0.002 -0.013 -0.053 -0.462 
Del. Support X Prom. Support X Dependence 0.048 0.243 -0.093 -0.371 0.066 0.325 
Promised Support Sq X Dependence 0.074 0.617 0.086 0.561 0.018 0.145 
             Test for set of product terms involving 
dependence (df=5) 
p-value p-value p-value 
         0.75 0.32 0.17 
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Variable Satisfaction Pride-In-Employee Gratitude 
    
 
                                  R2 R2 f-value R2 f-value R2 f-value 
 0.56 9.8 0.50 8.0 0.63 12.9 
N=95 All coefficients unstandardized. *   p < .05  
Note: Test of moderation assesses whether dependence interaction terms as a set explain variance (Cohen, Cohen, West & Aiken, 2003)   
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Table 14 
Response Surface Characteristics for In-role Contributions to Gratitude Moderated by Dependence (H1c & H3c) 
  
 
Fulfillment  F  Deficiency/
Excess  
F 
Low Dependence      
Slope  0.97 43.88*  0.79 4.78* 
Curve 0.18 2.76  0.44 0.67 
High Dependence      
Slope  0.67 18.26*  0.49 1.95 
Curve -0.04 0.18  0.22 0.19 
* significant at p < 0.05 Values of dependence  = ±1SD = ±1.27 
 
 
  
65 
 
supervisors experienced more gratitude for high fulfillment of in-role contributions versus low 
fulfillment of in-role contributions. The plot in Figure 3 further illustrates this support. In Table 
14, the misfit line, representing deficient and excess delivery, was significant for only low 
dependence supervisors. This indicates that H3b was not supported as it was specific to high 
dependence supervisors. For the low dependence results (not hypothesized), it can be seen in 
Figure 3 that gratitude was high for any type of in-role delivery, even deficient delivery and this 
gratitude increases from deficient to excess delivery. None of the curvature data was significant 
so it would be incorrect to interpret data as anything other than linear representations. 
Second Stage Hypotheses Testing – Moderated Mediation. I turn my focus to testing 
second stage hypotheses for the moderated in-role and gratitude relationship found in the first 
stage tests. To test mediation, block variables were created for the independent variable 
moderated polynomial support contributions at high and low levels of dependence (±1SD = 
1.27). This allowed the five independent variables of the polynomial set to be treated as one 
variable. Mediation was then tested using bootstrapping in SPSS for the relationships between 
both high and low dependence supervisors and mentoring and neglect, mediated by gratitude. 
Tables 15 and 16 show results. 
Examining Table 15, it can be seen that gratitude fully mediated the relationship between 
in-role promised and delivered support and mentoring for supervisors with low dependence on 
their employees (not hypothesized) and partially mediated the relationship between in-role 
contributions and neglect for these supervisors (support for H4a). Gratitude had a positive effect 
on mentoring (not hypothesized) and a negative effect on neglect (opposite to H4e). For 
supervisors with high dependence on their employees, Table 16 indicates that gratitude partially 
mediated the relationship with mentoring (support for H5a) and fully mediated the relationship 
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Figure 3. In-role to Gratitude Moderated by Dependence 
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Table 15 
Effects of Promised and Delivered In-role Contributions on Employee Mentoring through Gratitude (H4a; mentoring 
relationship not hypothesized) 
 
 
Gratitude Mentoring 
 b t-value b t-value 
Intercept 6.08 1.90   
Block Variable Low -1.97 1.33   
Block Variable High 3.00 -1.96*   
Block   1.00 31.6* 
Gratitude   0.54 -22.5* 
Indirect Effect of Grat Low IE z0 
 -1.07 -1.01 
 Lower Bound( -1.65) 
 Upper Bound  (1.02) 
Indirect Effect of Grat High 1.63 0.04 
 Lower Bound (0.79) 
 Upper Bound  (3.07) 
Note: N=95 All coefficients unstandardized unless otherwise specified. *  p < .05 
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Table 16 
Effects of Promised and Delivered In-role Contributions on Employee Neglect through Gratitude (H4a; mentoring 
relationship not hypothesized) 
 
 
Gratitude Neglect 
 b t-value b t-value 
Intercept 6.00 -0.51   
Block Variable Low 1.08 -0.63   
Block Variable High -1.91 0.19   
Block   1.00 -4.17* 
Gratitude   -0.31 -3.48* 
Indirect Effect of Grat Low IE z0 
 -.33 -0.24 
 Lower Bound( -0.91) 
 Upper Bound  (0.01) 
Indirect Effect of Grat High 0.59 0.23 
 Lower Bound (-0.02) 
 Upper Bound  (1.55) 
Note: N=95 All coefficients unstandardized unless otherwise specified. *  p < .05 
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Table 17 
 
Second Stage Relationships – Effects of Emotion Regulation (H4d; mentoring relationship not hypothesized) 
 
 
Mentoring Neglect 
 b t-value b t-value 
Intercept 5.17 37.20* 2.05 16.18* 
Block Variable  1.11 3.00* 1.03 3.93* 
Gratitude 0.50 4.54* -0.34 -2.41* 
ER -0.18 -1.64 0.13 0.67 
 Note: N=95 All coefficients unstandardized unless otherwise specified. *  p < .05 
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with neglect (not hypothesized). Again, for these supervisors, gratitude had a positive effect on 
mentoring (support for H5e) and a negative effect on neglect (not hypothesized). 
Finally, the relationship between the mediator, gratitude, and the outcomes, mentoring 
and neglect were moderated by the supervisor’s emotional regulation. Results associated with 
this path are shown in Table 17. Moderation was not present for any of the relationships; 
interaction terms were all nonsignificant. (Because interaction terms were nonsignificant 
bootstrapping to find the indirect effects of the relationship was not performed.) 
STUDY 2 DISCUSSION 
Study 2 revealed that only gratitude results from supervisor evaluation of fulfillment of 
promised and delivered in-role contributions. Supervisors with low dependence on their 
employees experience gratitude when employees do what they say they are going to do with 
respect to providing in-role contributions. As can be seen in Table 14, gratitude is higher for high 
fulfillment than for low fulfillment. Gratitude levels are fairly high even for deficient delivery of 
in-role contributions and increase for excess delivery. It seems that because supervisors do not 
depend on their employees, they are grateful for any delivery, even deficient, because it does not 
affect their success. However, when supervisors are highly dependent on their employees, 
gratitude is much lower for low fulfillment and increases as fulfillment levels increase. How 
much in-role contributions they receive seems to matter more; that is, they are not grateful for 
any delivery. They experience gratitude only for work that will help them reach their goals.  
DISCUSSION 
 In this paper, I expanded the current view of psychological contracts literature by 
focusing on supervisors’ emotional experiences associated with their evaluations of employees’ 
contributions of in-role, extra-role and support. In focusing on this viewpoint, I introduced a 
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moderator – supervisor dependency on employee – that received support for affecting the 
emotions that supervisors experience. Using affective events and power-dependence as 
foundational theories, I argued that the traditional view of promised and delivered contributions 
–fulfillment, deficiency or excess– may generate emotions more diverse than suggested by the 
literature’s  focus on satisfaction and anger. Supervisors, who were less dependent on their 
employees’ contributions, experienced gratitude.  
 I conducted two studies that contribute to the literature. Study 1, a qualitative study, 
suggested that my hypothesized model may be plausible. Supervisors recognized promises as a 
standard of performance and reported feeling a range of emotions beyond that of satisfaction and 
anger brought on by evaluations of performance. Interviewees confirmed that their dependence 
on employees’ contributions varied widely, making dependence a possible candidate for 
moderating the effects of contributions on emotions in the quantitative study. Finally, interviews 
supported the notion that asymmetry exists between positive and negative emotions and 
employee-targeted outcomes. Supervisors acknowledged angst in disciplining employees, and in 
some cases even rewarding employees. These qualitative results indicate that the hypothesized 
model is theoretically sound, and represent a contribution to the literature. 
 The performance evaluation and psychological contracts literatures have focused on 
employee emotional responses to evaluations, and this paper expands both by examining 
supervisors’ emotional responses to performance evaluations. In expanding the focus to 
supervisors, a more comprehensive look at the entire performance evaluation process is 
provided. My hypothesized model, using the lens of a psychological contract, reasons that 
deficiency, excess, and fulfillment of contributions may be associated with a range of emotions. 
Results showed that supervisors experienced gratitude for deficient delivery when they have low 
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dependence on their employees. Perhaps because they do not depend on their employees for 
personal success, it may not matter as much if contributions are deficient. On the contrary, 
supervisors with high dependence on employees’ contributions did not experience gratitude at 
high fulfillment. It appears that supervisors with high dependence on employees may feel 
grateful only when delivered contributions facilitate their own success. These results expand our 
view of the emotional range of supervisors in the performance and psychological contracts 
literature. 
 This paper also contributes to the power-dependence literature by focusing on a 
situational context of power-dependence – supervisor-employee dependence – and how 
supervisors’ dependence on employees impacts their emotional responses to employee 
performance. Dependence moderated the relationships between in-role contributions and 
gratitude. This moderation illustrates that how much a supervisor depends on an employee may 
matter for in-role contributions.  
 Limitations. As with any research study, my studies have limitations. The primary study 
limitations are that I used a cross-sectional design for my field study and the limited sample size. 
Cross-sectional designs are usually viewed as undesirable, particularly in comparison to 
longitudinal studies, because they cannot provide support for causal inferences. Although 
independent variables and mediators were collected from supervisors and outcome variables 
collected from employees, the fact that data was collected at the same time diminishes the 
validity of results according to most scholars. However, an article recently published suggests 
that cross-sectional designs should not be completely ruled out (Spector, 2019).  
 Another limitation was sample size. To detect effects it is necessary to have sufficient 
power. I estimated that 200 dyad pairs would be needed to detect predicted small effects; my 
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sample contained 95 dyad pairs. Nonsignificant results may be attributed to the small sample 
size, but significant results suggest that the model is worthy of testing with a bigger sample.  
 Finally, when examining the items created for dependence, I realize that the idea of 
dependence that I measured may have been broader than what I theorized. Further research is 
required to fully understand the effects of supervisor dependence on supervisor-employee 
relationships and to develop an effective measure. 
 Future Research. Future research should focus on examining how supervisors’ 
contributions appraisal and their emotional responses influence downstream outcomes that result. 
This paper focused on employee-targeted outcomes, but supervisor well-being, promotability, 
and intentions to quit may all be affected by whether their employees deliver on contributions 
promises. One insight from Study 1 also deserves more attention – that supervisors may accept 
blame for employee deficient delivery. How might this affect supervisors’ feeling of 
effectiveness or well-being? Additionally, researchers could also examine how supervisors react 
to appraisals of delivered contributions to delivered inducements. It is not always possible to 
decrease employee pay to meet their level of contributions to the organization. Supervisors may 
feel resentment toward their employees in this scenario. Finally, future research could focus on 
how receiving a positive outcome following negative contributions appraisals (or vice versa) 
affects the employee. If an employee knows they did not deliver on promised contributions but 
receives positive outcomes from such delivery, this may impact how they view their standing in 
the organization. Employees may have an inflated view of their roles or may expect more 
rewards than supervisors believe they deserve. More research is needed to determine the impact 
of mentoring and coaching on the performance of those who do not deliver on contributions. 
Likewise, research is needed to discover the effect of neglect on employees who meet or exceed 
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promises in the workplace. Higher intentions to quit may result in these employees. Focusing on 
these questions will help further research in psychological contracts and employer-employee 
relationships in general. 
 Additionally, I made several assumptions in this paper about the effect of power in the 
relationship between supervisor and employee in an effort to focus solely on supervisor 
dependence. However, power may play a role in these relationships. For example, further study 
is needed to examine the interplay of legitimate power of the supervisor with dependence on 
employees. How does a supervisor balance those seemingly opposing factors? What happens 
when the contributions of the employee are valued more than the contributions of the supervisor 
and indeed the employee has more power than the supervisor? Additional theoretical thinking 
around these research questions may expand power-dependence theory.  
 In conclusion, the model developed here expands our view of how supervisors’ appraise 
their employees promised and delivered contributions, suggesting that supervisors’ responses 
may be more diverse and nuanced than previously acknowledged. While the quantitative test was 
compromised by low power, the qualitative results and initial quantitative results indicate that the 
larger model may be worth further study.   
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